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LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


EstTaBLisHED 1853. 


Capital ... oe ive at . £400,000 
Debentures and Debenture Stock ... aa ..- $201,380 
REVERSIONS BOUGHT. LOANS MADE THEREON. 
Proposal Forms and full information sf be had at the Society’s Offices. 
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MIDLAND RAILWAY «tt 88 

Within Shilling cab fare of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, 

LONDON, N.W. C Law outs, Oe. Buses 10 alt parts every minute. Close to King’s 
MIDLAND GRAND Oposs Metropolitan Ry, Station. The New Ver 1:izn Rooms are 
(St. Pancras Station). ¢gyaitablefor Publicand Private Dinners, Arbitrasioa Meetings, dc.) 


LIVERPOOL - ADELPHI - Close to Central (Midland) Station. 
BRADFORD ~ MIDLAND - Excellent Restaurant. 

Ss o - QUEEN’S ~ In Centre of Town. _ 
DERBY - - MIDLAND - For Peak of Derbyshire. 
MORECAMBE . MIDLAND - is Lawn to Seashore. Golf. 


Tennis 
HEYSHAM—HEYSHAM TOWER, nr MORECAMBE. Lovely Country. Golf. 
Tariffs on Application. Telegraphic Address ‘* Midotel.”” 
Adelphi ‘‘ Turtle” Soup forwarded from Adelphi Hotel, Liverpool, per quart jar 18s. ; 


r pint jar, 9s, 6d. i id. Speciality for Invatids. 
Por pint J8% WILLIAM TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 
THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP <= £100,000. 
Fipetitry GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonpDs, MoRrTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 








HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
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LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. _ 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Sir R. T. Rem, Q.0., M.P., has been appointed Counsel to 
the University of Oxford, in succession to Mr, Monracvuz 
Huenes Crackantuorrz, Q.C., D.C.L., resigned. 





Tux Action of Mr. Justice Norru in arranging with counsel 
that steps should be taken to transfer certain witness actions to 
Cozens-Harpy, J., has given rise to a surmise that the learned 
judge contemplates an early retirement from the bench. We 
do not think that any such inference should be made. It is, we 
regret to say, practically certain that his retirement will take 
place at the commencement of the Long Vacation, but, unless 
some unforeseen circumstance should occur, we hope and believe 
that the profession will retain for the present his valuable 
services on the bench of the Chancery Division. 





WE print elsewhere the attendances of members of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society during the year ending 
the 15th of April last. The list this year is for tho first time 
type-written, and, as we all know, that method of reproduction 
has an unfortunate tendency to blur and obscure figures. So 
far as we can make out, Mr. Pennryeron is at the head of the 
list with 168 attendances; Mr. Barker comes next with 133 
attendances, and is succeeded by Mr. Goppen with 119 attend- 
ances. We cannot help noting with great t the loss to the 
Council of two of its most steadfast members, Sir Tuomas Paryg, 
who retired in July of last year, and the late Mr. Henry 
Roscoz, It should be noted that the attendances given in the 
list are exclusive of those on the committee appointed under the 
Solicitors Act, 1888. 


Tue pxcrsion of Kexewron, J., in Perrins v. Bellamy (46 
W. R. 682), upon which we commented at the time as being one 





of the most interesting of the decisions under section 3 of the 
Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, has now been affirmed by the Court 
of Appeal. The judges of that court, like the court below, took 
Meek, A. Grant, Esq. (Devizes) & very strong view of the case, and counsel for the respondents 
on. John W., Q.c., were not por 3 

for the appellants, towards the conclusion of their argument, 
that the appeal had “ not the are of a chance,” and further 
said in his judgment that i 

oo of the Judicial Trustees Act no case would be, 


dupon, The Master of the Rolls told the counsel 


this case was not within the 


ing upon the assumption that the trustees had no 





power of sale (though even this, we understand, counsel 


26 
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for the respondents, had they been heard, were prepared 
to contest), and had sherefore committed a technical breach of 
trust in selling, his lordship dwelt upon the facts that the trustees 
were advised by their sol'citors that they had a power of sale; 
that the original settlement, until it was very closely examined, 
seemed to support this view, and that the deed of October, 1892 
(though it was ineffectual, inasmuch as the settlement omitted to 


reserve power to revoke or vary), expressly conferred such a | 
(of Re Vansittart, to hold that there was a_ settlement. 


power. On these materials his lordship had no difficulty in 
coming to the conclusion that the tiustees had acted, not only 
honestly, but reasonably and prudently, and, under section 3 of 
the Judicial Trustees Act, ‘‘ ought fairly to be excused for the 
breach of trust.” The case is an important one, because, though 
it will not tie the hands of judges in dealing with applications, 
it illustrates the attitude of micd with which the Court of 
Appeal is prepared to approach such questions, and is entirely 
sgainst any illiberal attempt to narrow the effect of what the 

aster of the Rolls called an ‘‘ extremely beneficial enactment.” 





Tue Court of Appeal resumed the task of interpreting the 
Werkmen’s Compensation Act on Saturday last. In Hall v. 
Snowden, Hubbard, & Co. the definition of “factory” in 
section 7 (2) of the Act again came under consideration. The 
case related to the death of a workman who was engaged in 
loading ard carting street refuse upon a wharf in the occupation 
of the defendants, his employers; while hkading a horse and 
cart in the course of his employment off the wharf into the 
street, he came into collision with a trolley laden with water 
pipes, which another firm were engaged in laying across the 
wharf, and sustaired fatal injuries. The question was whether 
the accident occuired in or about a factory within the meaning 
of tke definition. The word is defined to include “any dock, 
wharf, quay, warehouse, machinery or plant to which any 
provision of the Factory Acts is applied by the Factory and 
Workehop Act, 1895.” Séc‘ion 23 of the last-mentioned Act 
provides that certain provisions (including section 68 of the 
Factory and Workshop Act, 1878, and section 18 of the Factory 
acd Workshop Act, 1895) shall have effect as if every dock, 
wharf, quay, and warehouse were included in the word 
“factory.” Section 68 of the Act of 1878 empowers a Govern- 
ment inspector to enter any place which he has reasonable cause 
to believe to be a factory or workshop. Section 18 of the Act 
of 1895 relates to the giving of notice of accidents occurring “ in 
a factory.” The Court of Appeal held that neither of these 
provisions could have any application to the present case. 
They therefore considered that the accident did not occur “in or 
about a factory,” and upheld the decision of the judge of the 
Bloomsbury County Court, who had decided sgainst the claim 
for compensation. The case illustrates at once the extreme 
difficulty of interpreting the definition clause of the recent Act 
rd its capricious application to different circumstances. 





Tux comstrvcrion of section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
cecasions difficulty where a gift of property has taken place under 
such circumstances as not to constitute a settlement of the 

in the ordinary sense of the term. The section strikes 
ata voluntary “settlement of property,” and though in sub- 
section os term “settlement” is defined to include for the 
Purposes @ section ‘‘ any conveyance or transfer of property,” 
these words have not been taken in their full eieet radi, 
Thus in Le Player (15 Q. B. D. 682) a gift of money to a son, 
made for the purpose of enabling him to commence business on 
his own account, was held by a Divisional Court (Maruzw and 
Cavz, JJ.) not to be within the section. Muarnew, J., observed 
upon the hardship of setting aside a gift of this kind, and Cavs, 
J, said that “the transaction must be in the nature of a settle- 
ment, though it may be effected by a conveyance or transfer.” 
Thus a purchase by the father of shares which were to 
be registered in the son’s name, and vpon which the son was to 
receive the dividends, would, the latter judge remarked, be 
vithin the statute, but not a gift of money to be expended at 
once. The only test thus suggested is that there should be some 
intention to have the subject-matter of the gift retained in ite 
‘oneal state, though no actus] restraint on alienation is 

. Adopting this idea Vavonsy Wiis, J., in Te 





Vansittart (41 W. R. 32) held that a gift of diamonds by a 
husband to his wife was a settlement within the section. ‘The 
purpose of the transaction was the preservation of the thing, 
whatever its form, for the enjoyment of another person.” The 
subject has been reviewed by Wricut, J., this week in 
Re Tankard, acd the difficulties of the present construction 
of the section pointed out. That also was a case of a 
gilt of jewellery, and it was not difficult, on the authority 


Diamonds are not given with a view to an immediate 
sale, however convenient such a dealing with them may 
ultimately become. At the same time, when a donor 
gives to the donee absolute control over the gift, it isa some- 
what intangible test to make the validity of the transaction 
depend on the question of how the gift is to be enjoyed, whether 
by preserving the subject-matter or by bed realization, and 
Wricut, J., was in favour of giving full effect to sub-section 
8, and bringing all voluntary transfers of property within the 
section. This would render it necessary to decide upon the 
liability to refund where the property had been wholly or partly 
spent, but such liability the learned judge intimated he would 
confine to so much of the property as had been left and to 
substituted property into which the gift could be traced, and 
the acquisition of which was the object of the gift. 





Tur Lorp Chief Justice’s “Bill to Check Corruption” recites 
in the preamble that “secret commissions ia various forms are 
prevalent to a great extent in almost all trades and professions, 
and in some trades the said practice has increased ani is in- 
creasing.” No one who reads the newspapers intelligeatly can 
deny that this sweeping statement is true, and this state of 
things ia certainly a serious danger to the public, and demands 
some efficient remedy. At present, where an agent is bribed to 
the detriment of his principal, the latter has, no doubt, a civil 
remedy; but this remedy is of little use, and its existence 
has no effect whatever in checking the evil. Power to 
punish criminally the giver and receiver of such hribes 
is therefore required; but at present, except in certain 
cases, no such power exists. The exception is found in the 
provisions of the Public Bodies Corrupt Practices Act, 1889, 
which is an Act ‘‘ more effectually to provide for the prevention 
and punishment of bribery and corruption of and by memers, 
officers, or servants of corporations, councils, boards, com- 
missions, and other public bodies.” Under this Acta conviction 
was obtained within the last few weeks at the Old Bailey 
against a manufacturer who was under contract to supply helmets 
to the Metropolitan Police Force. This person had offered a 
bribe to the officer whose duty it was to examine the helmets, in 
order to induce himtopassthem. If that officer hal been merely 
the servant of a private firm or company, the offender would not 
have been liable to any criminal proceedings. It is not easy to 
see why such conduct should be criminal only where public 
bodies are interested, and Lord Russet’s Bili aims at extending 
the principle of this Act and making it general. In fact, if the 
Bill becomes law, the Act of 1889 will cease to be of any use, as 
its provisions will become merged in an Act of wider scope. The 
Bill, in short, makes it a criminal offence for any person 
corruptly to give, offer, receive, or solicit any valuable considera- 
tion, in order to induce an agent to do or leave undone anything 
contrary to his duty towards his principal. The measure seems 
to be well drawn to effect its purpose, and it is not easy 
to discover in it any miechievous ambiguities or obscurities. 
It does not propose to place any restriction upon the institu- 
tion of prosecutions. This is a point upon which, probably, a 

ood deal of controversy will arise. The Public Bodies Corrupt 

ractices Act provides that the obtaining the consent of the 
Attorney-General shall be a condition precedent t> any prosecu- 
tion thereunder. The question is whether  ! such provision 
should be inserted in the general Act. If the consent of the 
Attorney-General isto be obtained to every prosecution, it 1s 
probable that the difficulty and trouble of getting that consent 
will prevent persons from availing themselves of the law 
except in very serious cases. This would seriously hamper the 
usefulness of the Act, which can only be effective provided it is 


readily, easily, and certainly made applicable to cases which 





Sa Ot Om hte oe de ents kc xu 











1S 


ng 
sy 
es. 


pt 
the 


ion 
the 
is 
ent 
law 
the 
t is 
‘ich 











April 29, 1899. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 43.] 433_ 








come under it. On the other hand, it is probably true, as sug- 
gested in the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor, that if 
there is no restriction on prosecutions the Act may be made a 
terrible instrument of blackmail. It remains, therefore, to be 
seen whether the ingenuity of legislators can find some more 
simple check than the fiat of the Attorney-General. If, however, 
they fail to find any such check, most persons will probably come 
to the conclusion that the advantages likely to follow from the 
proposed change in the law are quite great enough to outweigh 
any abuses to which it may give rise. 





THERE APPEARS to be a total absence of authority as to the 
circumstances under which the court will make a vesting order 
under the Trustee Act on the ground that it is “‘ uncertain who 
was the survivor of two or more trustees jointly entitled to or 
possessed of any land”; but an order made by Srracine, J., on 
the 15th inst. is a good illustration of the application of the 
principle. One Tuomas Snrcox, who died in 1788, had devised 
real estate to three persons in fee, upon trust for sale after the 
death of a daughter, and so that the net sale moneys, and the 
rents and profits until such sale, were to be paid to the testa- 
mentary appointees of the daughter. She died in 1855, having 
by her will appointed that the net proceeds of sale, and the interim 
rents and profits, should be for her son Tuomas Smicox Lea 
absolutely. On her death the son entered into possession of the 
property, took the title deeds into his own possession, never 
made any application to the trustees to have the property sold, 
and received the rents and profits in specie continuously for thirteen 
years down to his death in 1868. The will of T. 8. Lea did not 
contain any specific devise of the property, but did contain a 
general devise of real estate to three persons to legal uses, 
whereunder one Tuomas Lea became tenant for life. The 
destination of the personal estate under this will was distinct 
from that of the general realty. The rents and profits of the 
property in question had been ever since the death of T. 8. Lza 
continuously received and enjoyed by the general devisees of his 
real estate; and Tuomas Lea had recently contracted, as 
statutory tenant for life, to sell the property, and for this purpose 
trustees of the settlement had been appointed by the court. 
For the purpose of the sale, it was desired to get in the legal 
estate outstanding under the devise in the will of Tomas 
Simcox, and Tromas Lexa accordingly presented a petition 
for a vesting order under the Trustee Act, 1893, 8. 26 (iii.). It 
was not definitely known when any of the three original trus‘ees 
for sale had died, nor could any information as to the death of 
any of them be obtained, except (if at all), at most dispropor- 
tionate expense. It was not known that trustees had ever been 
appointed in their place, and it was, of course, alleged that 
there could not be any reasonable doubt that persons named as 
trustees in 1788 were now all dead. It was contended on behalf 
of the petitioners that, under the above circumstances, T, S. Lea 
must be taken to have elected to take the property in question 
unconverted as realty, on the principle of Davies v. Ashford 
(15 Sim. 42), Dixon vy. Gayfere (17 Beav. 438) and Re Gordon, 
(6 Ch. D, 531); and in order that the question might be duly 
raised as between the real and personal representatives of 
T. 8. Lx, the petition had been served on his surviving executor. 
On the above authorities, Srirtina, J., held that the case was 
one of sufficient election to take as realty, and for a vesting 
order under the Trustee Act, and he made an order accordingly, 
whereby, after an expression of the opinion of the court that 
the property passed under the general device of realty in the 
will of T. 8, Lea, it was ordered that the property should vest 
in the surviving trustee of that will for the estate therein which 


confirm orders sanctioning the heap iy | of light railways along 
a road or street. The answer was to the effect that the legality 
of this course is unquestionable, and that the practice of making 
such orders is well settled. In point of fact the Legislature, ia 
passing the Light Railways Act, 1896, made no express provision 
on the subject. The question arises whether this important 
matter is to be governed by the general law relating to railways 
or by that relating to tramways. In the former case there would 
be no power to lay the rails along a highway; in the latter such 
a power would exist, for the Tramways Act, 1870, clearly con- 
templates the running of tramways along thoroughfares. It is 
to be noticed, however, that in the case of tramways the 
right is limited by section 57 of the Act, under which the 
promoters are not to acquire ‘‘any right other than that 
of user of any road along or across which they ley any 
tramway.” No such provision occurs in the Light Rail- 
ways Act. In many respects that Act resembles the en- 
actments relating to ordinary railways (many of which it 
incorporates) more closely than the Tramways Act, 1870; 
and the statutory provisions for the protection of highways 
and the public using them, and as to level crossings and 
the like, with which railway companies must comply in lsying 
their lines, are too well known to need recapitulation. The 
Light Railways Act, 1896, it is true, requires the commissioners 
tosatisfy themselves that “all reasonable steps have been taken 
for consulting the local authorities, including road authorities, 
through whose areas the railway is intended to pass”’ (section 
7); but these vague words are of themselves hardly sufficient to 
support the inference that the Legislature intended by this A + 
to introduce so serious an innovation as to permit railways to 

be made along a road. And it is remarkable that the day on 

which ‘the Light Railways Act received the Royal Assent (the 
14th of August, 1896) was also the date of the passing of the 
Locomotives on Highways Act, 1896, the statute under which 

light,locomotives or motor cars are permitted to Le used on high- 

ways, subject to strict conditions as to weight and speed and for 

the avoidance of nuisance. But the Locomotives Act has, of 
course, no application to the Light Railways Act; the 

intention of the Legislature in passing the latter statute 

must be gathered from the statute itself, and as it con- 

tains no probibition against the laying of light railways 

along streets, it seems probable that the view taken 

by the Board of Trade is correct, and that the Light 

Railway Commissioners may make, and the Board may confirm, 

orders which will in many cases have the effect of greatly 

diminishing the convenience and amenity of the maia exits from 

populous towns to the country, if roads are still t» be consid- 

ered as primarily intended for ordinary vehicular and pedestrian 

traffic. The rights of frontagers and the value of their property 

are also invaded by these orders, and although ‘‘the safety of 

the public” is one of the matters which the board must consider 

before confirming an order, it cannot be but that the public 

safety is impaired by the working of a railway along a street. 

The interpretation of the Light Railways Act adopted by the 

commissioners and the board makes it in fict an extension or 

amendment of the Tramways Act with a much easier method of 

procedure, which is very naturally taken advantage of by the 

romoters. It is unfortunate that the intention of the Legis- 

ature as to interference with highways was not definitely stated 

in the Act, but legislatioa which leaves some of the most import- 

ant matters to be dealt with by a Government department has 

become almost too common to call for remark. 


In THE recent case of Marney v. Scott (ante, p. 417), in which 
a jury awarded a dock labourer £220 as damages for personal 





would now be vested in the survivor of the three original 
devisees in trust named in the will of Tuomas Siwox, if sch | 
survivor were now living. As the order was only required for 
carrying out an existing contract for sale, there was not any 
objection to vesting the property in a single trustee. | 


CoNnSIDERABLE INTEREST attaches to the answer given by the 
President of the Board of Trade in the House of Commons last 
week in reply to a question relating to the power of the Light | 
Railway Commissioners and Board of Trade to make and 


‘injuries caused by the negligence of the defendants, Mr. Justice 


Bicnam gave judgment for the plaintiffs with costs, upou 
certain points of law which had been reserved, and, upon appli- 
cation being made by the defendants for a stay of execution 
pending an appeal, refused a stay except upon the very stringent 
terms that the defendants should pay the plaintiff £100 which 
he should retain in any event. Itis true that ord. 58, r. 16, of 


‘the R. 8. C., which provides that an appeal shall not operate 


as a stay of execution except 80 far as the court appealed from 
or the Court of Appeal may order, gives an absolute judicial 
discretion to impose terms which is not limited by aay rule of 
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practice: see Attorney-General v. Emerson (24 Q. B. D. 56). The 
Court of Appeal, therefore, is very reluctant to interfere with 
the exercise of a judge’s discretion in imposing terms upon a 
defendant who desires a stay, though it will do so in a proper 
case: Hansard v. Lethbridge (8 Times L. R. 179). But in the 
above case the Court of Appeal not unnaturally considered 
that Bicuam, J., had exercised his discretion too widely, and 
varied his order by putting the defendant on terms to pay 
the piasintiff thirty shillings a week, and the costs, upon 
the plaintiff's solicitor undertaking to repay them. 





Trz Finauity of a judgment delivered in a county court is 
expressly provided for by section 93 of the County Courts Act, 
1888. A judge, therefore, cannot, except by consent, alter a 
judgment he hes formally given, or even so much of it as relates 
fo costs. The law is so laid down in many cases: see Jrving v. 
Askew (L. R. 5 Q. B. 208); The Recepta (41 W. R. 561), to 
which must now be added the recent case of Sweetland v. 
Turkish Cigarette Co. (ante, p. 417), where it was held by a 
Queen’s Bench Divisional Court (Dartmne and Cxannett, JJ.) 
that a county court judge who has given judgment for the 
defendant with costs (in a case where the plaintiff failed to 
recover & greater sum than had already been paid into court by 
the defendant with a denial of liability) cannot afterwards, on 
application made to him by the plaintiff, substitute for the 
original judgment, “judgment for the plaintiff; no costs to 
either side.” Strictly speaking, the party objecting to what the 
judge bad done in the case under consideration should have 
resorted to a prohibition. The court, however, held, on the 
authority of Harker v. Palmer (1882, 8 Q. B. D. 9), that the 
—* y appeal was not, on that account, rendered unavail- 
able. 








THE NEW COUNTY COURT RULES. 


TueEsz rules, unlike those issued in 1897, and subsequently 
withdrawn, are not likely to provoke adverse criticism, being, 
we believe, quite free from controversial matter. Notably they 
leave undi:turbed the practice under section 74 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 42) whereby, by leave of the 
judge or r gistrar, an action may be commenced in the county 
court in the district of which the cause of action wholly or in 
part arose. To have attempted to substitute a series of 
complicated regulations for carrying out this enactment, 
in lea of the simple machinery prescribed by the existing 
rules, would have been to repeat the blunder of 1897, which 
caused dismay in the profession and widespread public dis- 
satisfaction. Recognizing that all county court procedure, 
and especially that portion of it which consists of debt-collecting 
machinery, should be as simple as possible, the new rules do not, 
we believe, comprise any provisions which may not readily be 
comprehended and carried cut by practitioners or by parties 
themselves. Nevertheless, they do, in some more or less 
et respects, amend the existing procedure. 
ithout attempting to go into much detail, it is now proposed 
briefly to indicate the nature of the principal alterations made. 
Of these, several relate to the service of process on companies 
istered under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1898. On this 
subject it is provided that, where process is issued against such 
a company, the high bailiff shall ascertain whether the address 
for service given in the summonsis the registered office of the 
company ; it being, moreover, prescribed what shall be done by 
him where the address given in the summons for service is not 
the correct address and where it cannot be discovered by the 
high bailiff (ord. 2, r. 24a). Moreover, ord. 5, r. 4b, expressly 
provides that, where a registered company is a defendant, the 
precip: shall give an address for service, described as “ being 
the istered office of the company ”; while, by 
virtue of ord. 7, r. 230, statatory provisions as to service on 
€ ies are embodied in the new rules and set forth in 
Part II. of the appendix. 

With regard to infants and married women suing, rules 11 
and 12 of order 5 are annulled and new rules substituted for 
them which require both infants and (unless the judge or 
registrar shall otherwise order) married women, not merely 








to procure the attendance of a next friend at the county 
court, but to sue by such next friend, whose Christian name 
and surname, description, and residence or place of busi- 
ness are directed to be entered in the precipe (ord. 5, rr. 
lla and 12a), A subsequent rule (ord. 5, r. 12) applies 
this procedure to persons of unsound mind not so found 
by inquisition when suing in the county court; while the 
subject of the appointment of guardians ad litem to defendants 
who are infants or persons of unsound mind not so found by 
inquisition, is now dealt by a new order—namely, order 7, 
which devotes five rules thereto, and, moreover, annuls rule 8 of 
order 22 and forms 65 and 66, which prescribe a method of 
procedure superseded by the new rules above mentioned. In 
this connection it should be mentioned that the provisions as to 
discovery and inspection contained in order 16 of the existing 
County Court Rules are, by a new rule added to that order (rule 
23), made applicable to infant plaintiffs and defendants and 
their next friends and guardians ad litem. 


To order 9 of the existing County Court Rules an important 


new rule has been added, enabling a plaintiff who does . 


not at once accept money paid into court by a defendant 
with a denial of liability, to do so at any time before the 
case is called on and opened, subject, however, to the 
payment of any costs which may have been reasonably 
incurred by the defendant since the date of payment into 
court, and which may be allowed by the court (rule 17aa) 
In any other case, however, the money is not to be paid out 
until after trial and judgment (Jdid.). This new rule will 
doubtless tend to prevent many cases being tried out to the 
bitter end, though, on the other hand, its operation may also 
have the effect of sometimes inducing the plaintiff to postpone 
until the eleventh hour his decision whether or not to accept the 
amount paid in by a defendant who denies all liability. 

With regard to receivers, six new rules are added to order 13, 
one of which (rule 12) prescribes, with great elaboration, what 
fees and costs shall be payable on the appointment of a receiver 
by way of equitable execution. 

The restoration to the list of a case struck out, by reason of 
the non-appearance of either or both of the on thereto, is 
dealt with by a new rule (ord. 22, r. 7@), which provides that 
any such case may be restored to the list for hearing on the 
same day or any subsequent day by order of the court, which 
may impose such terms as may be just with regard to costs and 
other matters. 

Several new provisions as to judgments and orders are added 
to order 23, the most important of which relate to applications 
by plaintiffs under rule 14 thereof to vary the order of payment 
of sums due under unsatisfied judgments or orders. The 
enforcement of judgments and orders, as embodied in order 25 
of the existing rules, is somewhat modified by the new rules. 
Thus rule 7 is annulled and a new provision substituted for it, 
while to rule 16 words are added requiring that where a 
judgment summons is applied for, at a court in which judgment 
was not obtained, the certified copy of the judgment which the 
judgment creditor is required to procure from the registrar of 
the court which pronounced the judgment shall state the date 
on which the last payment into court, ifany, under such judgment 
was made, or ene the date upon which default was made. 
Another provision added to order 25 by the new rules imposes 
on the high baliff the duty, where goods are sold in execution, 
of furnishing to the defendant, upon request, a detailed account 
in writing of the sale and of the application of the proceeds 
thereof (rule 12¢). This rule, will, we think, be found to work 
well in practice and is almost certain to be widely takes 
advantage of by defendants. 

With regard to actions or matters remitted from or transferred 
to the High Court, rules 9, 9a and 10a of order 23 are annulled 
and new rules substituted for them which do not, however, 
materially alter the existing practice. Moreover, additional 
new rules contain provisions for the interim custody of goods 
seized by the sheriff prior to a remitting order, and for 
expediting the hearing of the remitted or transferred proceedings 
oa 10a); with regard to sheriff's charges in respect of trans- 

erred interpleader proceedings (rule 11a); and with regard to 
high bailiff’s charges where g are handed oyer to him in 
pursuance of a remitting order (rule 110), 
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By rule 66 of the new rules the time of delivery of a summons 
for service in cases under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, is 
altered, it being provided that the words “ 35 clear days”’ and ‘‘ 38 
clear days ’’ respectively shall be substituted for the words “ 32 
clear days”’ and “ 35 clear days” respectively in rule 1 of order 
44 of the existing rules. 

The subject of costs is dealt with by two new rules of order 
50a, the latter and more important of which (rule 33) provides 
that proceedings under section 7 of the Rivers Pollution Preven- 
tion Acts, 1876 and 1893, shall be within rule 7 of this order, 
though it is provided that certain of the items mentioned in the 
scale of costs (column ©) referred to in rule 7 may be increased 
at the discretion of the registrar, subject to review by the judge. 

The practice and procedure in Admiralty actions prescribed 
by order 394 of the existing rules is somewhat altered and 
amended by the new rules, which annul several of the old rules 
and forms in whole or in part. The exigencies of space prevent 
a detailed notice of the alterations effected, which, however, it 
is believed, are the result of careful consideration, and the out- 
come of practical experience of the working of the old rules. 
With regard to appearance in Admiralty actions, two new 
rules have been framed (22a and 23a), the first of which 
provides that where an appearance has been entered, any 
party may apply to have the action set down for hearing, 
while the other prescribes the procedure in default of appear- 
ance. The enforcement of orders in Admiralty, hitherto 
governed by three rules of order 39), now annulled, gives 
rise to several new rules which (infer alia) provide that 
where a judgment or order has been obtained in an action ix 
personam, such judgment or order may be enforced against the 
defendant in the same manner as judgments or orders of the 
court are enforced in ordinary actions (rule 37a), and that a 
judgment in rem may be enforced against the parties giving 
bail and their sureties or against the amount paid into court, as 
the case may be (rule 374). It is, moreover, provided by a 
subsequent rule (43¢) that the costs incurred by the plaintiff in 
obtaining an order for sale and of execution shall be allowed 
and be recoverable against the vessel or property taken in 
execution. With regard to tenders in Admiralty cases, in lieu 
of the provisions as to payment into court of order 9 of the 
existing County Court Rules, which are no longer to apply to 
Admiralty actione, several new rules have been framed pre- 
scribing the practice and procedure in such cases. 

The new rules conclude with a general provision added to 
order 51 of the existing rules—namely, that in the event of any 
warrant, order, or other document issued by the court being lost 
or destroyed, a duplicate thereof may be issued from time to time 
upon proof, by affidavit or otherwise, to the satisfaction of the 
registrar of such loss or destruction. The text of the rules is 
followed by an appendix of forms and also by statutory 
provisions as to service of summonses on companies. 

The rules, which are dated the 18th inst. and come into force on 
the 30th of May, may be cited asthe County Court R ules (May), 
1899, or each rule may be cited as if it had been one of the 
County Court Rules, 1889. 





DEBENTURES TO BEARER. 

Tue decision of Kennepy, J., in Bechuanaland Erploretion Co. v. 
London Trading Bank (Limited) (1898, 2 Q. B. 658), on the 
negotiability of debentures issued to bearer, is likely to be the 
subject of a good deal of discussion. Hitherto it has been a 
moot point how far the judgment of the Exchequer Chamber, 
delivered by Cocksunn, O.J., in Goodwin vy. Robarts (LL, R. 10 Ex. 
337) was to be taken to have overruled the decision adverse to 
the negotiability of such debentures given in Crouch v. The 
Credit Foneter of England (L. R. 8 Q. B. 874). In the recent 
caso Kennepy, J., has held that the earlier case has been over- 
ruled, and that evidence may be given of a custom of recont 
origin making the debentures negotiable. 

Mor the short review of the matter which is all that at present 
Wo propoee to attempt, itis suflicient to commence with the cise 
of Gorgier v. Mieville (1824, 3 B. & O. 45), There the question 
of negotiability aroso upon bonds of the King of Prussia, avd 
evidence was given that “ bonds of this description were eo!d in 





the market and passed from hand to hand daily, like exchequer 
bills, at a variable price, according to the state of the market.” 
In form the bond was an acknowledgment that the sum mentioned 
was due to the holder, and it stated the times for piyment 
of principal and interest. Asnorr, C.J., pointed out that it was 
in its nature precisely analogous to a bank-note payable to 
bearer, or toa bill of exchange indorsed in blank, and that it 
was subject to the same rule of law. Whoever was the holder 
of it had power to give title to any person honestly acquiriag it. 
The short judgment concludes with the words, ‘‘The bond is 
payable to the bearer, and it was proved at the trial that bonds 
of this description were negotiated like exchequer bills.” 

The decision thus went partly on the form of the security 
and partly upon the proof that it was negotiable by 
custom, and contained no hint of the distinction which was set 
up in Crouch v. Credit Foncier for the purpose of depriving it 
of its apparent effect. That was, that the bonds were the bonds 
of a foreign country and were subject to considerations 
different from those affecting a security issued here. ‘‘ We 
have no intention,” said Buacksury, J., who delivered the juig- 
ment of the Court of Queen’s Bench in Crouch v. Credit Foncier, 
“to throw the least doubt on this decision ;”—i.¢., Gorgier v. 
Mieville—“‘ but we do not think it applicable to an English 
instrument made in England; and we express no opinion as to 
what might be the law as to obligations made by subjects abroad, 
which by the law of the country where they were made, are 
negotiable in that country. We confine our judgment to the 
case before us, which is that of an English instrument made 
by an English company in England.” 

In Crouch v. Credit Foncier the instrument under consideration 
was a debenture payable to bearer. It was issued under the 
seal of the company and was indorsed with a series of conditions 
regulating the mode of payment of principal and interest. The 
debenture was stolen, and was sold to a purchaser who took 
in good faith. The purchaser, who was the plaintiff in the 
action, set up that the debenture was negotiable, and this was 
first rested upon the allegation that it was a promissory note. 
The court held, however, that the inclusion of the conditions 
deprived the debenture of this character, leaving it doubtful 
whether the fact that it was under seal would not also have been 
a sufficient answer. Thera remained the question whether it 
was negotiable by custom. That a custom for such debentures 
to be negotiable had prevailed of late years was admitted, but 
the court refused to allow that such a custom was any pirt of the 
law merchant, by which alone, apart from statute, the quality of 
negotiability can be imposed. A distinction was taken between 
incidents which the parties can by their own agreement annex 
to the contract, and negotiability, which does not depend upon 
the parties. Where an incident could be annexed by express 
stipulation it can be annexed tacitly by the effect of custom, 
however recent. But the element of negotiability, which 
imports the right to sue on the contract of another, and also the 
right to hold property against the gvondam lawful owner, who 
has been deprived of it by fraud, is not of this nature. It 
cannot be given by express agreement, and a custom which oaly 
supplies the place of an express agreement is no more effectual. 
‘“ Where the incident,” said Bracknvrn, J., “is of such a nature 
that the parties are not themselves competent to introduce it by 
express stipulation, no such incident can be annexed by the 
tacit stipulation arising from usage. It may be s> annexed by 
the ancient law merchant, which forms part of the law, and of 
which the courts take notica. Nor, if the ancient law merchant 
annexes the incident, can any modern u-age take it away.” 

This decision raised plainly the question whether the law 
merchant was crystallized—whether it was a lifeless code which 
the courts had only to apply mechanically—or whether such a 
view was not too narrow, and the law merchant should, in 
accordance with its name, be allowed to vary with the customs 
of the commercial world. Goodwin v. Roberts (supra) was an 
unsatisfactory case in which to discuss the point because it 
related to the negotiability of foreign scrip, and in accorlance 
with Gergier v, Mieville the negotiability could be ailirmed withou! 
necessarily touching the argument in Crowed v. Credit 2 r. 
Hence the judgments in the House of Lords (1 App. Cas, 476) 
do not throw much light upon the doctrine there set up. 
In tho Exchequer Chamber, horores, Cocxavay, CJ took 
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‘occasion to go into the whole matter, and he pronounced in the 
most decisive manner in favour cf allowing mercantile usage to 
be still effectual in moulding the law merchant. ‘‘ Usage,” he 
said, ‘“‘adopted by the courts, Laving thus been the origin of 
the whole of the so-called law merchant as to negotiable 
securities, what is there to pre vont our acting upon the principle 
acted upon by our predecessors, and followed in the precedents 
they have left to us? Why is it to be said that a new usage 
which has sprung up under sltered circumstances is to be less 
admissible than the usages of past times? The usage of the 
money market has solved the questicn whether rcrip should 
be considered security for, and the represeitative of, money by 
treating it as such.” 

Practically the question was thus left between the ruling of 
Bracksvurn, J., in Crouch v. Credit Foneier, that the law merchant 
was fixed and that no mode:n instrument could, except by 
statute, attain the quality of being negotiable, and the opinion 
of Cocxsurn, C.J.—to some extent obiter—that evidence of usage 
was still admissible. In favour of each of these different views 
there is much to be said. Judge W1x1Is in hisexcellent lectureson 
‘‘ The Law of Negotiable Securities” (p. 36) says without hesita- 
tion that Crouch y. Credit Foncier remains good law notwithstanding 
the remarks of Cocxnurn, C J., in Goodwin v. Robarts. The same 
s deis taken by Mr. Bosanavet, Q.C., in an interesting article in 
the current number of the Zaw Quarterly Review, prompted by the 
recent decision of Kennepy, J. Oa the other hand the opposite 
view is advocated very strongly by Mr. Parmer in his Company 
Law (2nd ed., p. 210). ‘‘The principles,” he says, ‘laid down 
by Cocxsurn, C J., are so obviously sound that they have never 
since been questioned. Nv doubt the instrument with which the 
learned judge was dealing was not an English instrument. It 
was issued and stood in the place of a foreiga bond, but it would 
be strange logic if the law merchant were competent from time 
to time to add foreign instruments to the list of negotiable 
instruments, and yet not ¢competent to add to the list English 
instruments made in England, especially as the negotiability 
of foreign instruments depends entirely on the mercantile custom 
here, not on any foreign law or custom.” This undoubtedly 
touches the weak spot in Crouch y. Credit Founcier. The distine- 
tion between English icetruments and foreign instruments is 
rot based on any clear ground, and when custom is allowed to 
add negotiability to modern foreign instruments it is hard to 
refuse it the same effect as to Eoglish icstruments. Hence 
in Bechuana Land Exploration Co, ¥. London Trading Bank (supra) 
Kexsevy, J., adopted what appears to be the more rational 
view, and held, upon the authority of the judgment of 
Cocxsven, C.J., in Goodwin v. Reberts, that evidence of custom 
was admissible with regard to debentures to bearer, and as the 
result of such eviderce he decided that they wera negotiable. 


REVIEWS. 
PRINCIPAL AND SUKETY. 
Tus Law or Parrsctra 4 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 

Anyone reading the preface of this work would be like'y to infer 
from it that hitherto the law of principal and surety had been dealt 
with only by treatises embracing the general law of contracts, and 
that the volume before us was really the first special treatiee on the 
subject. In point of fact, however, this is far from being the case, 
for we reviewed not long ago the third edition of a treatise by Mr. 
H. A, de paw pe on the same subject, dealing with the law of 

of principal and surety. If Mr. Rowlatt had chosen 
to stady this prior treatise he would not have fallen into the mistake 
we om pp. 93-94 of the volume before us, where it is stated 


authoritatively that the rule of law, im the case of guarantees given | 
to or for firms, is now declared by section 4 of the Mercantile Law | 


Amendment Act, 1556 (19 & 20 Vict. c. 97). The section in question, 
which is set out r-rlatim in the text, was repealed vine years ago by 


the Partnership Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 39), and another enact- | 


ment substituted for it. Moreover, when, at p. 57 of his text, Mr. 
Rowlstt treats of guarantecs given by partners, we again notice, 
with surprise, the omission of any reference to the Partnership Act, 
1890, though, in that connection, sections 5 and 6 thereof should 
inky bave been cited. 
The work is divited into eleven chaypters—namely, I. Scope of 
tue Law of Principal emi Sarcty; IL Consideration; 11. Statute 


xp Scurety. By 8. A. T. Rowartt, M.A, | 


of Frauds; IV. Construction and Effect of Guarantees ; V. Misrepre- 
sentation and Concealment; VI. Illegality; VII. The Rights of a 
Surity ; VIII. Release of the Surety by Dealings with the Principal 
Contract ; IX. Loss of Securities and Co-Sureties; X. Statute of 
Limitations; and XI. Bankruptcy. There is much useful informa- 
tion contained in these chapters, but the general arrangement adopted 
appears to be somewhat defective in its character, and the whole 
work is not sufficiently comprehensive. Take, for instance, the 
important subject of third party procedure in actions against sureties ; 
we have looked in vain for any reference to it in the volume before us. 
Possibly this may be due to a defective index or table of contents, but 
coteidy the subject is not dealt with where one would have expected 
to find some notice of it—namely, at p. 222 et seg. It should be added 
that a serviceable index has been appended to the book. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Yearly Abridgment of Reports: Being a Full Analysis of All 
Cases Decided in the Superior Courts to end of Legal Year, 1897-8, 
so far as Reported to end of December, 1898, in all the Reports; 
together with a Selection from Scotch and Irish Reports, preceded by 
Lists of all Cases, Statutes, and Rules judicially cited ; and concluding 
with a copious Index to Points of Law Considered. By ARTHUR 
TuRNOUR MuRRAY, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


The Inebriates Acts, 1879-1898, together with the General Regulations 
for the Management and Discipline of Certified Inebriate Keforma- 
tories and ene Retreats; also the Circular Letters of the Secretary 
of State, Forms, &c. By GzorGE BuLackweELL, LL.B. (Lond.), 
Barrister-at-Law, Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 

The Catholic Brief against Sir William Harcourt and Others: 
An Argument to Demonstrate that Ancient Ceremonial and Reserva- 
tion of the Sacrament are Lawful by Statute in the Church of 
England. By R. W. Bugniz, Barrister-at-Law. Gay & Bird. 

The Law affecting the Turf, Betting, and Gaming Houses, and 
the Stock Exchange. By LAwrENcE DuckwortH, Barrister-at- 
Law. Effingham Wilson. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
JACKSON v. THE NORMANBY BRICK CO. (LIM.) No. 2. 20th April. 
Pracrice—Manpatory Insuncrrion—Form. 


The action was originally brought to restrain the defendants from 
building on certain land contrary to the provisions of their lease. By an 
order of the court dated the 11th of November, 1898, leave was reserved to 
the plaintiff to move for an order directing the defendants to pull down 
and remove the kilns, chimneys, and buildings which had been erected by 
them since the commencement of the action. On appeal from Kekewich, 
J., the Court of Appeal held that the defendants were not at liberty to 
build without the consent of the plaintiff and gave the plaintiff liberty to 
apply for a mandatory injunction after the expiration of three months. 

Tue Covnt (Linviex, M.R., and Ricry and Couns, L.JJ.) ordered 
the buildings to be pulled down. Their attention had been called 
to the form in which mandatory injunctions had formerly been drawn 
up -the defendants being restrained from a'lowing the buildings to 
continue on the land: in future the court would say what meant, and 
direct the buildings to be pulled down.—Counser, Renshaw, Q.C., and 


Lambert ; Warrington, Q C., and Howland Jackson. Sotacrrous, Huntington 
& Leaf; Jackson, Jackson, § Stathart, for Jackson § Juckson, Middlesborough. 
Reported by W. Buacicnoss Goovann, Barrister-at-Law. 





CASTNER-KELLNER ALKALI CO. (LIM.) v. THE COMMERCIAL COR- 
PORATION (LIM). No. 2. 22nd April. 


| Parext Action —Panticutars or OxnJections —Suournany Wuirer’s 
| Txanscarer ory Evipence—Costs—Parents, Desions, anv Trave-Manks 
| Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), 6. 29, sup section 6. 
| This was an appeal by the defendants in a patent action from a decision 
| of Bigham, J. ‘Lhe hearing of the argumects lasted for several days, and 
a‘ their conclusion the Court of Appeal (Linpiry, M.R., and Ricuy, LJ., 
Vavonan Wriiiams, L.J., dissenting) allowcd the appeal. A difficulty 
then arove as to the cost of the transcript of the shorthand notes of the 
evidence, and on the 22nd of April the following wriéten judgment was 
delivered by 
Linviey, M.R.—The agg in this case having been allowed with costs, 
we have to consider whether the costs of the shorthand writer's transcript 
| of the evidence should be allowed, and what certificate we ought to give 
| under section 20, sub-eection 6, of the Patent Act, 1883, relating to 
particulars of objections. A» regards the shorthand transcript of the 
' evidence, it was taken and referred to day by day in the court below, aud 
| three copies of it were really necessary to enable the court to follow the 
argument. The coste incurred by the appellants in obtaining not only 
; those copies, but also such other copies as were reasonably required for the 
parposes of thelr appeal, ought, therefore, to be allowed thom. As regards 
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the particulars of objections, the defendants raieed eight objections to 
the plaintiffs’ patent, and the second, which was want of novelty, 
was followed by a list of patents said to be anticipations. They 
were not anticipations, and the second objection was not proved. 
But a knowledge of the patents enumerated in the list, with one 
exception (Petri’s), was really necessary to enable the court to understand 
the subject-matter to which the patent related and the state of knowledge 
which persons conversant with that subject had at the date of the patent. 
We felta difficulty, however, in adopting the ordinary form of order owing 
to the objection for want of novelty. The particulars to which the Act 
refers are not confined to the objections, but include whatever is stated will 
be relied upon by the party delivering them. The specifications 
enumerated under the second objection are particulars within the meaning 
of the section quite as much as the objection itself; and as they (with the 
exception of Petri’s) were all reasonably and properly mentioned in the 
defendants’ particulars of objections, we cannot properly decline to certify 
in the usual form that the costs of the defendants’ particulars ought to be 
allowed, except as regards Petri’s specification mentioned in No. 2. We 
do not think it necessary to except Nos. 3 and 4 considering the difficulty of 
distinguishing the costs, if any, occasioned by them from the costs occasioned 
by the other particulars which were all reasonable and proper. Having 
regard to the language of section 29 and to our own limited experience in 
granting certificates underit, we havethoughtitrightto consult our colleagues 
and one of the most experienced taxing-masters as to the practice in these 
cases. We are informed that certificates under section 29 are always 
granted co as to secure to the party delivering the particulars the costs of 
everything reasonably and properly inserted in them, although he may fail 
to prove the specific objection under which the detailed particulars may be 
ranged. The practice has.grown up owing to the difficulty of doing 
justice as regards costs in any other way. We were also asked to stay 
execution unless the defendants’ solicitor gave his personal undertaking to 
repay the costs in the event of our decision being reversed in the House of 
Lords. But ever since Attorney-General v. Emerson (38 W. R. 102, 24 
Q. B. D. 56) this court has said that it will not make any such order 
without some reason to justifyit, and at present there is none in this case.— 
Counset, 7. Terrell, Q.C., Astbury, Q.C., MacConkey, and J. H. Gray; 
Fletcher Moulton, Q.C., Bousfield, Q.C., J. €. Graham, A. J. Walter, and 
Lord Robert Cecil. Soxicrrors, Brook, Freeman, § Batley, for Wright, Becket, 
§ Co., Liverpool ; Baker, Blaker, § Hawes. 
[Reported by W. Suaticross Goppagp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PERRINS ». BELLAMY. No. 2. 22nd April. 


Trustge—Breacae or Trust—Sare or Leasenotps Over Wuicu TuEre 
was No Power or Sate—Resvitinc Loss or Income to Tenant ror 
Lire— Liastuity or Trusrggs Wo Have Actep Hongstiy anp 
ReasoNaABLy—Power or Court to Retieve from Liasitrry—JvupIcraL 
Trustees Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 35), s. 3. 

This was an appeal by the plaintiffs from a decision of Kekewich, J. 
(reported 46 W. R. 682). In an action in which the plaintiffs sought to 
make the defendants liable for loss sustained in consequence of a breach of 
trust committed by the defendants in selling certain leaseholds over which, 
the plaintiffs alleged, the defendants had no power of sale, the learned 
judge had held that the defendants ought, under section 3 of the Judicial 
‘Trustees Act, 1896, to be relieved from liability. By an indenture of 
settlement dated the 23rd of October, 1879, Elijah Barnett assigned to 
trustees (inter alia) certain leasehold houses situated at Edgbaston for the 
respective residues then unexpired (which ranged from fifty-two to 
seventy-three years) of the several terms of years under which the premises 
were then held upon trust to pay the income thereof to his wife Charlotte 
Barnett for her life, andafter her death to his daughters, the defendant Eliza 
Barnett and the plaintiff Alice Mary Perrins, during their lives in equal 
chares, and after the death of one of them to pay the income of her share 
to her children as therein directed until the death of the survivor of them, 
and in case there should be no child of the daughter first dying then upon 
trust to pay the whole income to the survivor of them for her life, 
and after the death of the survivor upon trust to siand possessed of 
the trust estate and the proceeds thereof for the children of his daughters 
as therein directed. The settlement conferred no power upon the 
trustees to sell the leasehold property. Alice Mary Perrins was married 
to the plaintiff F. H. Perrins on the 9th of September, 1880, 
and there were two infant children of the marriage now living. ‘The 
defendant Eliza Barnett was not married. Elijah Barnett died on the 
10th of February, 1888, and Charlotte Barnett on the 26th of February, 
1895. On the 10th of May, 1895, the trustees of the settlement 
offered for sale by public auction at Birmingham in eleven lots 
the whole of the leasehold premises comprised in the settlement. 
The purchasers of nine of the lots completed, but an objection 


was taken with regard to the remaining two lots that the trustees 
had no power of sale, and upon a vendor and purchaser summons, 
Kekewich, J., upheld the objection. An action was then brought 
by Alice Mary Perrins and her two infant cbildren by their father 


as next friend, as plaintiffe, against the trustees the settlement 
and Eliza Barnett, as defendants. By their statement of claim the 
plaintiffs alleged that the trustees had committed a breach of trust in 
selling the leasehold property when they had no power of sale; that the 
property was sold contrary to the expressed desire of the plaintiff Alice 
Mary Perrins ; that the property was situate in a good position and let to 
good tenants at good rentals, and ought to have been retained in the 
interests of the trust estate; that the trustees had committed a breach of 
trust in not investing £3,700 part of the proceeds of sale until the 16th of 
January, 1898, and in not investing £700, part of the same moneys, up 
to the prevent time, and in not paying the proper amount of income to 





the plaintiff Alice Mary Porring and that the trust estate hal been 


reduced in value yy alleged breaches of trust. and the income of 
the plaintiff Alice y Perrins greatly reduced thereby. The plaintiffs 
claimed (1) a declaration that the deferdant tructees had been guilty of a 
breach of trust in selling the leasehold premises; (2) an inquiry as to 
the loss accrued to the trust estate and to Alice Mary Perrins by reason 
of such breach ; and (3) that the defendant trustees might be ordéred to make 
good to the trus* estate all such loss. The pluintiffs also asked for the 
removal of the trustees, and delivery of proper accounts, and the execution 
of the trusts of the settlement by the court so far as might be necessary. 
In their defence the defendants admitted that they had no express power 
of sale under the eet:lement, but alleged that they had an implied power, 
They denied that the property was let at good rentals, that it should have 
been retained in the interest of the trust estate, and that they sold 
contrary to the desire of the plaintiff Alice Mary Perrins. They alleged 
that the making up of the acceuuts and investments of the proceeds of the 
sale were delayed by the vendor and purchaser summons above mentioned, 
and that they had no balance thereof in their hands, such balance having 
been expended in the payment of the estate duty payable on the death cf 
Mrs. Barnett. The defendants further contended that if they had com- 
mitted a breach of trust in selling the property they had acted 
honestly and reasonably, and cught fairly, under section % 
of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, to be relieved from liability. 
Kekewich, J., held that the defendant trustees were not liable in respect 
of the minor breaches of trust alleged, and in regard to the sale decided 
that there had been a breach of trust, but that the case fell within section 3 
of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, and that the trustees ought to be 
telieved from liability. ‘The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tur Court (Lixviey, M.R., and Ricsy and Romer, L JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal, without calling upon counsel for the respondents. 

Linviey, M.R, said: Ido not think there is any ground whatever for 
differing from the view taken by the learned judge in the court below of 
the application to this case of the extremely beneficial enactment which is 
contained in section 3 of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vict. c. 
35). That there has been a breach of trust in this case is obvious to any 
lawyer who has gone through the documents and attended to the evidence 
as closely as we have done, and as the learned judge did in fhe court 
below. But what does it all really come to? You have a voluntary 
settlement of some leaseholds, which the settlor settled first on himself for 
his life, then on his wife for her life, and then on his two daughters for 
their lives, and afterwards gave to the children of those two daughters. 
That disposition is expanded in the settlement itself, of which 
I do not think it necessary to give the details, because nothing 
turns upon it. It contained no clause authorizing the settlor 
to revoke or vary the provisions then made, and it gave no power to the 
trustees to sell these leaseholds, although there is in it such language as 
upon a hasty glance might mislead anyone iuto thinking that such a power 
of sale was given. The settlor himself afterwards found out that defect, 
aud sought to remedy it; for in October, 1892, he executed a deed giving 
the trustees a power of sale. We know, of course, that, the settlement 
being what it was, he could not make that alteration; but it would not 
perhaps strike everybody as obvious that he had no power todoso. That, 
however, is undoubtedly the law. No breach of trust was committed so 
long as the settlor lived or so long as his widow lived. The widow died 
in February, 1895. Then a considerable sum for payment of estate duty 
had to be raised, and the question became how best to raie it. That 
matter very naturally took the trustees to their solicitors, and having talked 
with the solicitors not only about the sum of £600 which had to be 
raised for payment of estate duty, but also about the trust property 
generally, they were advised that they had a power of sale over the lease- 
holds. That, I agree, was a mistake made by the solicitors, who at the 
moment took a wrong view as to the construction of the settlement and as 
to the effect of the deed of October, 1892. The solicitors thought that by 
the joint operation of those two deeds a power of sale of the leaseholds 
Was conferred on the trustees, and they told their clients so. It was with 
reference to the raising of the £600 for estate duty that that discussion 
arose. When they talked about the state of the trust property—the 
necessity for raising the £600 being the occasion for the matter coming up— 
they obtained a report on the property from a professional surveyor, and they 
got a report condemning the state of the property as very unsatisfactory 
—saying, in substance, that it was a very undesirable property for trustees 
to hold. Thereupon the solicitors advised a sale of the leasehokds, and a 
sale in lots took > wont accordingly. Ultimately, as it turned out, two of 
the purchasers took alarm about the vendors’ power to sell, and objected 
to complete. A vendor acd purchaser summons was taken out, and it was 
held—rightly or wrongly, I must presume rightly—that the vendors had 
no power to sell, and that those purchasers who objected could not be 
compelled to complete. A good many of the purchasers of lots, however, 
were prepared to take the risk, and did not care to raise the question, 
or were satisfied that there was a power of sale in the trustees, 
There certainly was power in the trustees to sell so much as was 
necessary for the purpose of raising the £600. But as to two or 
three of the houses the objection was taken that they had no power of 
sale, and the other purchasers did not take such an objection, It is 
important to bear in mind at present that Mrs, Perrins was quite aware of 
the advertisement of the property for sale, which was published on the 
17th of March, 1895, and that she then objected to the sale as a breach af 
trust. The trustees gave her the answer in Mr. Bellamy’s letter of the 
17th of April, 1895, and the sale did not take place until the 10th of May, 


1895, If Mrs, Perrins had wished to prevent the sale from going 
through, it was quite open to her to commence an action 
against the trustees to stop it; but no writ at all was 


issued by her until the Ith of May, 1897, when she seeks (pow 
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joining her husband and children as co-plaintiffs) to get rid of the 
“trustees, and also to make them liable for the loss of income which she has 
suffered. She has in fact lost part of her income. Before the Act of 1896 
I suppose she would have succeeded in making these poor unfortunate 
trustees liable for that loss. That was certainly a very hard state of the 
law ; a state of the law which shocked one’s sense of humanity and sense 
of fairness. That matter was brought to the attention of the Legislature, 
and Parliament relaxed—deliberately relaxed—the requirements of the law, 
and enacted that ‘‘if it appears to the court that a trustee, whether 
appointed under this Act or not, is or may be personally liabie for any breach 
of trust’’ (that assumes that a breach of trust has been committed) 
‘* whether the transaction alleged to be a breach of trust occurred before or 
after the passing of this Act’’ (thus making this extremely beneficial 
enactment retrospective), ‘‘ but has acted honestly and reasonably, and ought 
fairly to be excused for the breach of trust, and for omitting to obtain the 
directions of the court in the matter in which he committed such 
breach, then the court may relieve’ the trustee either wholly 
or partly from personal liability for the eame.” That is to 
say, the Act throws upon the court the extremely difficult and 
responsible task of saying, with reference to a trustee, that he, the 
trustee, has committed a breach of trust, but that, at the same time, 
having regard to the fact that he has acted honestly and reasonably, it is 
not a case in which he ought to be held responsible to make good the loss 
which has been sustained. Now, in the present case the honesty of the 
trustees is plain; the reasonableness of their conduct also is absolutely 
plain when you consider the facts to which I have alluded. As to their 
not applying to the court for advice, the answer to the argument 
founded upon that is obvious enough. Let us look into that 
matter. It is said that they ought to have applied to the court, 
if not before, at all.events when some of the purchasers raised 
the objection that the settlement conferred no power of sale. 
Suppose the trustees had so applied, what could the court have 
done for them? I do not see what they could have gained by such an 
application, except that they would probably have had the costs of it to 
p3y- It is clear that they had got themselves into a scrape, and the court 
could not bave got them out of that scrape. I do not see that the 
trus‘ees did anything unreasonable in completing the purchases with those 
of the purchasers who were willing to take the title as it was. Of course 
they had to submit to the consequences of having entered into invalid 
contracts of sale with thoce purchasers who objected to the title and 
refused to complete. Ii this is pot a case to which the Act of 1896 
applies, I cannot conceive one which would come witbin it. There is on 

’ part honesty, regsonableness, prudence—everything which 
there could be in their favour, except, unfortunately, that they have 
committed a breach of trust ; and it is a breach of trust which has no evil 
consequence. In fact, it was a most judicious breach of trust, if you look 
at the interests of the reversioners as well as thoze of the tenaut for life. 
This appears to me to be precisely one of those cases in which we are 
bound by the Act of 1896 to say that the trustees are entitled to the 
protection given by section 5, and ought to be excused for their breach of 
trust. The appeal, therefore, must be dismissed with costs. 

Ricry and Romer, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect.— 
Cocxsexr, Bramuvel! Davis, Q.C., and G. E. Tyrrell ; Warrington, Q.C., and 
8. B. L. Druce. Sovictrons, Tyrrell & Son, for J. B. Clarke & Son, Birming- 
ham ; Gemlen & Burdett, for Cottrel! & Son, Birmingham. 

Reported by R. C. Macxzxziz. Barrister-at-Law. ! 





High Court—Chancery Division. 

COOTE +. FORD. Stirling, J. 14th and 21st April. 
Pesctwce—Pareuest osto Covet—Destar or Lianmiry—AccerTaNce bY 
Prarstirr—Apuission—R. 8. C. XXIL 1, 5, 6, 7. 

This was 2 motion to discharge an order made in chambers which raised 
8 question as to what was the effect of payment into court by defendants, 
coupled with a denial of liability when such payment is accepted by the 
plaintiff. The action was brought against nine defendants, and claimed 
(1) damages for alleged trespass: (Z) en injunction to restrain threatened 
trespass. The alleged trespass was the killing of game and rabbits on 
ground which was part of the waste of a manor. The trespass was alleged 
im paragraph 2 of the statement of claim, and the threats to continue were 
alleged in paragraph 3. By their defence the defendants admitted the 
tithe of the plaintiff to the lands in question, but subject to a right 
(allezed in paragraphs 2 and 4 he defence) of copyholders and their 
teeasts to kill rabbite thereon. By paragraph 7, while denying liability, 
each dcfemiant paid 1s. into court and alleged that the same was sufficient 
to exticly bis liability to the plaintiff, if any, in respect of the matters 
oxsylainei of. Two of the defendants who were tenants of copyholders 
cranterClained, «cking a declaration that they had the rights and privi- 
leges in ezid paragraph 2 mentioned in respect of their copyhold tenements 
asd en injunctio. The sum of nine shillings was paid into court and was 
tien out by the plaintifi, who pave notice dated the 22nd of February, 
1499, that he accepie’ the cum paid in satisfaction “ of the claim in respect 
A which it is paid in.” Subsequently an application was made in 
CGamnbers ty) x. oat 
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ugom the claim. This application was refuced in chambers and the present 
mathivm Wane tnalle. 

Srimsixe, J.—Th<e practice of pleating 2 payment into court with a 
Genial A lizthlity fret are under order 4 of the orders in the whedule 
to the Judicature Act, 1475, The practice was not expresly permitted by 


that order, tut wae eetablished by the decision of the Court of Appeal in 





Berdan v. Greenwood (26 W. R. 902, 3 Ex. Div. 251), and was subsequently 
recognized by the orders of 1883. The order which deals with the practice 
is order 22. Rule 1 of that order shews that it only applies to actions to 
recover a debt or damages. If there is no denial of liability the rule 
expressly provides that the payment into court ‘‘shall be taken to admit 
the claim or cause of action in respect of which the payment is made.’’ 
Then under rule 5 the money in court may at the request of the plaintiff be 
paid out to him, unless the court otherwise order. If the liability of the de- 
fendant is denied then under rule 6 (a), on acceptance by the plaintiff, ** all 
further proceedings in respect of ’’ the claim or cause of action in respect of 
which the payment into court has been made, ‘‘ except as to costs, shall be 
stayed.” Now, this differs materially from the provision in rule 1. Under 
rule 1 the defendant who makes the payment is to be taken to admit the 
claim or cause of action. Under rule 6 nothing is said about any 
admission by the defendant, but upon acceptance by the plaintiff all 
further proceedings in respect of the claim or cause of action are to be 
stayed, except as regards costs. Under rule 7, if the entire claim or cause 
of action is satisfied the plaintiff may proceed to tax his costs, and in case 
of nonpayment of the costs for forty-eight hours after taxation may 
sign judgment for the costs so taxed. A defendant, therefore, by promptly 
paying the costs may prevent judgment against him from appearing 
on the record. I think the adoption of the course pointed out in this part 
of the rules is not intended to lead to any adjudication by the court, but 
on the contrary to prevent the necessity of any such adjudication. Under 
these circumstancés I do not see how any such proceedings could ever be 
available as a ground for a plea of res judicata. If either party were to 





attempt to re-open the matter the appropriate defence of the other would 
seem to be not a plea of res judicata, but an application to the court to 
stay proceedings either under the rule or as being an abuse of the process 
of the court: though Iam not to be understood as saying that such a 
pointcould not be raised bya defence. Now, in the present case in respect 














of what claim or cause was the payment into court made? ‘The 
language of the defence is somewhat vague, but remembering that 
the payment can only be made in respect of damages, and regard 
being had to the other allegations of the defence, I think it is 
impossible to treat the payment in as intended to be in satisfaction 
of the causes of action alleged in paragraph 3 of the statement of claim in 
respect of which the pleadings disclose the existence of a continuing cause 
of action (see Moon v. Dickinson, 63 L. T. 371). The entire cause of action 
not being satisfied, the plaintiff can, therefore, prosecute to trial his action 
as regards the matters alleged in paragraph3. Then is the plaintiff pre- 
judiced or embarrassed? He says that the counterclaim raises afresh 
matters disposed of on the claim. This contention is based on the ground 
that, having accepted the money paid into court, the plaintiff is entitled to 
accept the payment as an admission by the counterclaiming defendants 
that the plaintiff had a good cause of action as regards the matters com- 
plained of in paragraph 2 of the statement of claim; and consequently, 
that the rights claimed by paragraphs 2 and 3 of the defence do not 
exist. I do not think the plaintiff is entitled to treat the payment 
into court as an admission of his title. The rules do not provide that 
the defendant should be deemed to have made any such admission; 
they appear to me to studiously avoid imposing any such obligation. 
The object of the rule is to enable a defendaut to deny a person’s 
right to sue, yet to offer a sum as the price of peace and for the 
prevention of further litigation. This object would be defeated if by 
acceptance the offer were to be converted into an admission of the right. 
All that can fairly be inferred is that as regards the matters complained of 
in paragraph 2 of the statement of claim both parties are willing that no 
further litigation should take place; but at the same time the plantiff 
insists on his right to relief in respect of the matters complained of in 
pari ph 3, while the defendants insist by way of defence on the right 
pleaded and seek to establish that right by the counterclaim. But even if 
the defendants are to be treated as having made some admission, I do not 
think it goes to the extent contended for by the plaintiff. I think that all 
that ought to be inferred would be an admission not that the right 
on which the defendants rely by way of justification is non-existent, 
but that notwithstanding its existence it for some reason fails to protect 
them on the particular occasion referred to in paragraph 2 of the statement 
of claim. The result of what has been done is that in my opinion the 
matters stated in paragraph 2 of the claim have been taken out of the 
litigation, and that between the oot 9 map with regard to them must 
prevail. But this result has been attained in such a way that the plaintiff 
is not entitled to rely on it as an admission which affects that portion of 
the litigation which & not been put an end to—viz., the cause of action 
stated in paragraph 3 of the statement of claim, and the rights stated in 
paragraphs 2 and 3 of the defence and repeated in the counterclaim. In 
my judgment, therefore, the motion fails and must be refused.—Counszt, 
Buteher, ., and Terrell; Theobald, Q.C. Sorscrrons, Loweliffes, Rawle, § 
(o., for Fulton & Pye Smith, Salisbury ; Horne §& Birkett. 
[Reported by J. 1. Briniixo, Barrister-at-Law. | 





the relerem«<s to paragraph 2 of the defence, on the | 
ground that they reieed again by counterclaim matters already dispored of | 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BASTER v. THE LONDON AND COUNTY PRINTING WORKS. 
Div. Court, 25th April, 

Masrvn axy Byuvant—Riour to Dismiss—Nvotsovxcy—Fonowrvu Ln ess. 


This case, which was a case stated by a Metropolitan police magistrate, 
involved a question as to the extent of negligence on the part of a servan! 
which walk justify bis master in dismissing him without notice, A 

| complaint was issued by the appellant in which he claimed £4 8s. for two 
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weeks’ wages in lieu of notice. The appellant was in the employ of the 
respondent, and on the 16th of December, 1898, he was employed to take 
charge of a printing machine, which was of the value of £800. While 
the machine was under the appellant’s charge a roller known as the ‘‘ top 
rider’’ jammed under the cylinder, doing damage to the machine to the 
extent of £30. On being asked by the manager for an explanation 
of the accident, the appellant stated that the top rider had jumped out of 
the forks in which it should revolve. The manager believing that the 
accident was due to the appellant’s want of care, and that he had caused 
it by neglecting to place one end of the top rider in the forks before he 
started the machine, as it was his duty to do, paid him his wages up to 
that day and dismissed him without notice. The magistrate was satisfied 
that the only way in which the accident could have happened was 
by the appellant’s forgetfulness to fix the end of the top rider in the 
forks before starting the machine, notwithstanding his own strong belief 
that he had done so, and he held, further, that euch forgetfulness in the 
performance of an important part of his duty amounted to neglect which 
justified his dismissal without notice. He accordingly dismiseed the 
complaint subject to this case. It was contended on behalf of the 
appellant that a single act of iorgetfulness was not sufficient to justify 
dismissal without notice, and that for forgetfulness to afford a ground for 
dismissal it must be habitual. Callow v. Brounker (4 Car. & P. 518) and 
Edwards v. Levy (2 F. & ¥. 94) were relied on. It was contended on behalf 
of the respondent the question of the sufficiency of neglect was a question 
of fact, and that that depended on the principle that if the servant had 
behaved in such a way that to retain him would be manifestly injurious to 
the master’s interests the master was justified in dismissing him. 

Tue Court (Dartinc and Cuannett, JJ.) dismissed the appzal. 

Dar.inG, J., said that the argument that a single act of forgetfulne:s 
could not amount to neglect was not sound, because neglect as often arose 
out of forgetfulness as from anything else. That such forgetfulness would 
be a ground for di-missal without notice in every case did not at all follow, 
for the act of forvet ulness might be of such a trivial nature as not to 
justify dismics;!. isat where the forgetfulness was such that it involved 
damage to the mister, to his property, or to other servants, that was of 
so serious a nature that it would amply justify the master in dismissing 
the servant without notice. Who would say when a signalman caused 
a railway accident by omitting to put up a signal that that omission 
was not due to forgetfulness on his part? Yet that would obviously 
be a ground for dismissal. ‘The argument was that forgetfulness 
did not amount to neglect justifying dismissal unless it was habitual 

ut who could say how many acts of forgetfulness on the part of a servant 
would be sufficient to entitle the master to dismiss him? Here the appel- 
lant was in charge of a complicated machine. One moment of forgetful- 
ness in the management of it might cause the death of hundreds, and yet 
it was said that neglect in the management of it would not justify the 
appellant’s dismissal unless such neglect was habitual. The learned 
magistrate was right. 

CuANNELL, J., said that he was of the same opinion. It was impossible 
to give an exhaustive definition as to what extent of negligence would 
justify the dismissal of a servant without notice. As to whether a single 
act of negligence was suflicient, depended upon the character of the act. 
The magistrate was right. It was sufficient to say on the facts that the 
dismissal was justified. It was a question of fact.—Covnsger, W. M. 
Thompson ; W. F. Colam. Soxtcrrors, George Jolly ; Powell & Skues. 


[Reported by C, G. Witsrauam, Barrister-at-Law.} 


FRANCIS AND BROADLEY. Ex parte WALTON. 
Div. Court. 18th April. 


Mrrrorotis—Srreers—Orrrences—CosterMoncers—Exrosinc Goons ror 
SALE ON CARRIAGEWAY—ANNOYANCE—PoLIce ReGuiations—Merno- 
roLIrAN Poxice Acr, 1839 (2 & 3 Vicr. c. 47), s. 60, sun-sEcTiION T— 
Tue Merroronrran Streets Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vier. c. 134), s. 6— 
Tue Merrororiran Srresrs Acr AMENDMENT Act, 1867 (31 & 32 
Veor. oc. 6), 8. 1. 


In this case a rule nisi had been obtained calling upon E. K. Francis, 
Esq., Metropolitan police magistrate sitting at the South-Western Police 
Court, Lavender-hill, to shew cause why he should not state a case. On 
the 22nd of November, 1898, George Walton, a costermonger, was 
summoned before the aforesaid magistrate for exposing for sale green- 
grocery upon the carriageway co as to cause an annoyance and obstruction 
in the thoroughfare under 2 & 3 Vict. c. 47, s. 60, sub-section 7. The 
summons was taken out by R. Broadley, manager to a firm of grocers. 
Neither the vestry nor the local authority nor the police took any part in 
the proceedings. It was stated in the affidavit on which the rule was 
obtained that the defendant was carrying on his business as a coster- 
monger according to the police regulations, but in the subsequent 
aflidavit of the magistrate it was stated that he was not carrying 
on his business according to those regulations. At the hearing the 
magistrate convicted the defendant, and fined him five shillings and costs, 
and refused to state a case. By the Metropolitan Streets Act, 1867 (30 & 
31 Vict. c, 134), s, 6, it is enacted: **No goods or other articles shall be 
allowed to rest on any footway or other part of a street or be 
otherwise allowed to cause obstruction or inconvenience to the passage of 
the public for a longer time than may be absolutely necessary for loading 
or unloading such goods or other articles.” The Metropolitan Streets 
Amendment Act, 1807 (31 & 32 Viet. c. 5), 8. 1, provides that section 6 of 
tte Metropolitan Streets Act, 1867, shall not apply to costermongers, street 
hawkers, or itinerant traders, so long as they carry on their business ia 
sccordance with the regulations from time to time made by the Commis- 
sioner of Police with the approval of the Seoretary of State, On shewing 
twuse against the rule it was contended that the costermonger was an 
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annoyance to the complainant, and that he was therefore contravening the 
police regulations, which allowed costermo to be removed when they 
were ‘‘an annoyance to the inhabitants.”” In support of the rule it was 
argued that section 60, sub-section 7, of 2 & 3 Vict. c. 47, had been 
impliedly repealed. The defendant had obeyed the police regula- 
tions as to the distance which was to be preserved between the various 
barrows, and other regutations of a like nature. Section 1 of the Metro- 
politan Streets Amendment Act, 1867, only referred to such regulations 
when it mentioned them. The police regulation is not mandatory, it is only 
an explanation of the Act of Parliament. The following cases were cited : 
Wandsworth Board of Works v. Pretty (47 W. R. 256; 1899, 1 Q. B. 1), 
Keep v. Vestry of St. Mary’s, Newington (38 Sourcrrors’ Journnat ; 305, 1894, 
2 Q. B. 524), and Summers v. Holborn Vestry (41 W. R. 445 ; 1893, 1 Q. B. 
6i2). The material police regulation was as follows: ‘‘ Costermongers, 
street hawkers, and itinerant traders, and their barrows, carts, and stalls, 
are hereby made liable to be removed from any street and public way in 
which they create an obstruction to the traffic or where they are an 
annoyance to the inhabitants. The sixth section of the Metropolitan 
Streets Act, 1867, prohibiting the deposit of goods in the street, will not 
apply to costermongers, street hawkers, and itinerant traders so long, and 
. long only, as their business is carried on according to the above regu- 
ations.”’ 

Tue Court (Daruinc and Cuannext, JJ.) discharged the rule. 

Dar.ine, J., in giving judgment, said that the magistrate had found 
that the defendant had not complied with the police regulations. Notwith- 
standing this it was contended that costermongers were protected by 
section 6 of the Act of 1867 (38 & 31 Vict. c. 134) and were thereby made 
privileged persons. It was true that costermongers were privileged 
to place their wares on a footway or other part of a street, but they 
must in carrying on their business conform to the police regulations. 
The statute did not authorize them to carry on their business to the 
annoyance of the inhabitants. It was said that the polic> did not 
prosecute and that no one else had a right to do so. No authority 
had been shewn for this statement. Nowhere was it said that other 
people than the police had not a right to take out a summons. 
It was suggested that a tradesman ought not to take out a summons, but 
must indict the offender for nuisance. That could uot be so, for if only 
one tradesman were annoyed and he proceeded by way of indictment for 
a nuisance he would fail to obtain a conviction. 

CuAnnELL, J., in concurring, said that on the facts of the case as now 
stated the cace of The Wandswor:h Board of Works v. Pretty was conclusive. 
The Lord Chief Justice, who was one of the judges who decided that case, 
had expressed to him (Chanuell, J.) his desire that inasmuch a; that cave 
had not been argued by counsel on both sides, the case, if the question 
should come up again, should be reviewed. If that case was a biading 
authority it was clear that the magistrate here had decided rightly and that 
the court could not make the rule absolute. The only poiut made was 
whether under the Acts of 1867 costermongers stood on a different footing to 
other persons. Section 1 of the later Act says that section 6.of the earlier 
Act shall not apply to costermongers under certain circumstances —namely, 
so long as they carry on their business in accordance with the police regula- 
tions. That did not mean that so long as they carried on their business in 
accordanc? only with such regulations as dealt with the relative position of 
the barrows and other like regulations that they might be an annoyance to 
the inhabitants. All that the statute did for them was to provide that a 
magistrate, before convicting a costermonger, must find that a real obstruc- 
tion and a real annoyance, not merely a technical obstruction and a technical 
annoyance, existed. The conviction was right, and it was impossible to 
grant the rule. Rule discharged.—CovunsgL, Danckwerts ; WW. M. Thompson. 
Souicrrors, Wontner § Sons ; George Bell. 


[Reported by E. G. Sriztwe.t, Barrister-at-Law.) 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re HARRIS. Kr parte HASLUCK rv. THE BOARD OF TRADE. 
Wright, J. 24th April. 


Banxrurtrcy —Reieass or Trestes—Revocarton or Reteass wy Boakp 
or Traps—Banxrvuptey Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vier. c. 52), s. 82, sun. 
section 3, 


This was an appeal by Mr. Hasluck, the trustee in the bankruptcy, from 
an order of the Board of Trade revoking bis release. Mr. Hasluck, having 
collected the estate, and paid thereout £300 im preferential claims, and 
£1,700 in dividends, applied for his release on the 19th of February, 1898, 
and the release was granted in June. Between February and June the 
collector of taxes for the district in which the bankrupt had resided applied 
twice by letter to Mr, Hasluck asking how the claim on behalf of the Crown 
for taxes was to be met. Mr, Hasluck being under the impression that 
he had given the tax-collector notice of rejection of bis proof, paid no 
attention to these letters. As a matter of fact the proof had been marked, 
and entered in the dividead book as disallowed, but no notice of rejection 
had ever been rent to the tax-collector. The Board of Ieland Revenee 
brought the matter before the Board of Trade in September, 1898, and the 
Board of Trade, after taking ex parte evidence, revoked the release of the 
trustee under the powers contained in section 82, sub-section 3, of the 
Rankruptey Act, 1883, “any such onier may be revoked on proof that it 
was obtained by fraud or by suppression or concealment of any material 
fact."’ Tho “ material fact’’ concealed in this case was the fact that the 
claim of the tax-oollector, whose proof had not been rejected, and shout 
therefore have been taken to be admitted, had not been paid, The trustee 
appealed against the revocation, 
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Wricxt, J., held that the order of revocation had been wrongly made. 
The words ‘‘ concealment or suppression of any material fact’’ in section 
82, sub-section 3, must be construed to mean such concealment or 
5 stion as has in it the nature of fraud. In this case the trustee had 
only made a slip and his explanation was quite satisfactory. There was no 
element of wrongfulness in the concealment, and the release should not 
have been revoked.—Ootnset, Reed, Q.C., and Rolland; Sir R. B. 
Finlay, 8.G., and Muir Mackenzie. Soxtcrrors, George Reader § Co.; The 
Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


(Reported by P. M. Fraycxe, Barrister-at-Law.! 


Re TANKARD. Ex parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER v. MRS. A. HART. 
Wright, J. 20th March; 25th April. 
Banxrvuptcy—Votvuntary SetrLeEMENT— Gres oF JEWELLERY—BANKRUPTCY 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 47. 

This was a motion by the official receiver for (inter alia) an order that 
the respondent should deliver up certain jewels given to her by the 
bankrupt at various times within two years of his bankruptcy, or pay 
over their value to the official receiver, upon the ground that such gifts 
made within two years of the bankruptcy constituted a voluntary 
settlement within seciion 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. It 
appeared from the evidence of the respondent and of the bankrupt 

the jewels in question had cost upwards of £3,000, that they were 
given to her for her personal use and adornment, but that she was at 
liberty to sell or dispose of them at her pleasure, and that since the com- 
mencement of the bankruptcy she had sold a pearl necklace which had 
cost upwards of £2,000 for the sum of £700. Counsel for the official 
receiver relied upon the concluding words of section 47 of the Bank- 
ruptcy Act, 1883: ‘‘*‘ Settlement’ shall for the purposes of this section 
include any conveyance or transfer of property,’ and upon the case of 
Br parte Brown, Re Vansittart (41 W. R. 32; 1893, 1 Q. B. 181), wherea 
gift of jewels by husband to wife was held to be a “‘ settlement”’ within 
the section. Counsel for the respondent contended that ‘‘ any conveyance 
or transfer of property’’ should be taken to mean any transfer in the 
nature of a settlement and not a mere gift, and that in any case a gift to 
a wife was on a different footing from a gift to a stranger. The court 
reserved judgment. 

April 25.—Waicut, J., granted the trustee’s application, holding that 
the intention of the donor had been that the respondent should retain the 
gifts for her enjoyment for an indeterminate time. If the intention was 
that the donee should retain the gifts, although for no particular time 
and unfettered by any restriction on alienation, the conveyance was 
sufficiently in the nature of aéettlement to come within the meaning of 
section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The trustee could not, however, 
compel the original donee, or any bond fide transferee from her for value, 
to restore any money ‘pent or a transferred before the bankruptcy 
without notice of any act of bankruptcy.—Cotnsex, Reed, Q.C., and 
Carrington ; Isaacs, Q.C., and Henderson. Souicrrors, G. H. Barber & Bon ; 
Wainwright & Pollock. 

[Reported by P. M. Faaxcxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re FROST & FROST. Ez parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER v. MRS. A. E. 
FROST. Wright and Bigham, JJ. 28th March; 14th April. 


Baxxruptcy—PayMent or Divipenps Tro Assicnze or Dests—Banxervurtcy 
Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), ss. 58, 63; n. 225, Form 126, 


This we+ an appeal from an order made by his Honour Judge Addison 
in the county court of Greenwich directing the official receiver to pay to 
the respondent, Mrs. Frost, certain dividends which had been declared in 
the course of the administration of the e:tate. A receiving order was 
made against the firm of Frost & Frost on the 3l<t of December, 1887. 
A trustee was appointd, and a dividend of 3s. 5d. in the pound 
was paid to the creditors of the joint estate. In 1898 the trustee 
was released and the official receiver became trustee. During the 
same year a further sum of £16 became available for the payment 
of a dividend at the rate of 3d. in the pound. Mrs. Frost, the 
wife of one of the bankrupts, claimed that a number of the creditors 
had assigned their debts to her in October, 1897, and applied to the 


bankruptcy in favour of a stranger to the bankruptcy. Mr. Cripps, the 
it, was a solicitor who had renderei professional services to one 
ook, the petitioning crejitor in the bankruptcy. Fook brought an 
action against Cook, in which he recovered judgment. Cook thereupon 
became bankrupt, and Fook proved in the bankruptcy for the judgment 
debt and costs. Such costs were really due to Mr. Cripps, and consisted 
largely of out-of-pocket expenditure. In 1895 Fook, being then over 
seventy years of age, went abroad end was never heard of 
again. Funds having now become available for the payment 
of a dividend to Fook on his proof, Mr. C.ipps applied for an 
order charging such dividends in his favour to the extent of his costs. He 
offered to give any indemnity that might be required by the court, but 
the judge held that there was no power to make the order asked for, 
from which decision Mr. Cripps appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Wricut and BicHam, JJ.) dismiesed the appeal, holding 
that the court had no power either at common law or by virtue of section 
28 of the Solicitors Act, or by virtue of the general powers given by 
section 102 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, to charge, or in any way deal 
with the fund in the hands of the trustee as, in the event of the proffered 
indemnity turning out to be valueless, the court would thereby jeopardize 
the rights of Fook or his personal representative or, in certain events. of 
the Crown to the dividends in question.—CounsxL, Mackin‘osh ; Hohler. 
Souicrrors, W. C. Cripps ; Andrews § Cheale. 


[Reported by P. M. Fsaancxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re DAWSON. Ez parte DAWSON v. THE SHERIFF OF MIDDLESEX. 
Wright, J. 27th March; 17th April. 


Bankruptcy—Exgcution— Toors AND ImpLements or Trape’’—Suerires 
Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 127), s. 8—Banxruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 
Vict. c. 52), ss. 44 (2), 45 (1), 54 (1)—Banxrurtcy Act, 1890 (58 & 54 
Vicr. c. 71),8 11. 

Motion to continue an interim injunction restraining the sheriff from 
selling certain tools or implements of trade. Upon the 6th of February, 
1899, a writ of fieri facias was lodged with the cheriff for £37 2s. and £1 10s. 
costs, and was ecrved upon the debtor upon the same day. A receiving 
order was made against the debtor upon the 8h of March, and 
an interim injunction was shortly afterwards obtained on behalf of the 
debtor restraining the sheriff from selling certain tools or implements 
of trade. The official receiver had no ias yet called upon the sheriff to 
hand over the goods seized or the proceeds thereof. The present motion 
was to continue the injunction. It was contended on behalf of the debtor 
that, having become bankrupt, he was entitled by virtue of section 44 (1) 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, to ‘‘ the tools of his trade and the neceseary 
wearing apparel of himself, his wife and children, toavalue . . . not 
exceeding twenty pounds.’”’ The sheriff, on the other hand, contended 
that he was bound to carry out the provisions of the Sheriffs Act, 1845, 
s. 8 of which only exempts from eeizure the ‘‘ wearing apparel of any 
judgment debtor, of his family, and the tools and implements of his trade 
- . + not exceeding in the whole the value of five pounds.” 

Wricut, J. (after stating the facts).—The point is one of some difficulty 
and importance. Up to the time when bankruptcy supervened the 
debtor was only entitled to retain tools to the value of £5, and the question 
is whether he has a right to retain more than that now that he is bankrupt. 
I have to consider whether the bankruptcy alters the position of the 
sheriff, and I think that it does not until the official receiver or trustee 
makes a claim on him ; till then he is bound to go on with the execution. 
No doubt the curious and anomalous result follows that after the tools 
have been cold the proceeds may be handed over to the official receiver by 
virtue of section 11 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, and, being no longer 
tools, will remain his property, though, if they had not been sold, they 
could not have pas:ed to the oflicial receiver by virtue of section 44 (1) of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. Still, as the law now stands, I am bound to 
decide in favour of the sheriff, and the injunction must be dissolved. 
—CounseL, Lailey; P. Rose-Innes. Soxicirons, B. Crook; W. L. § T. 
Burchell. 





[Reported by P. M, France, Barrister-at-Law. | 








official receiver to pay to her the dividends due to such creditcrs. The | 


official receiver objected that he could only psy pereons whose prvofs were 
on the file or persons authorized by them in the prescribed form (Form 126). 
Mrz. Froet succeeded in obtaining an order in the county court for the 
payment of the dividends to her, from which the official receiver appealed. 
ae Covet (Wuicut and Bicuam, JJ.) allowed the appeal, holding that 
dividends were only payable to persons whose proofs were upon the file in 
cy, or persons duly authorized to receive them in the pre- 
scribed form. If an assignee could not procure formal authority from each 
creditor who had assigned a debt to him, his proper course would be to 
daim to be allowed to put in a proof and expunge the proofs of the 
creditors who hzd made assignments to him. Otherwise the court has no 
power to order the payment of dividends to an assignee from creditors.— 
Counssn, Muir Mackenzie; Arthur Powell, Soxscttoms, The Solicitor to the 
Board of Trade ; Herbert Toomer. 
Reported by P. M. Fuiscxe, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re COOK. Lz parte CRIPPS c. THE TRUSTEE. Wright and Bigham, JJ. 
13th April. 
bamkurercor—Cuancine Oxrivex om Divivexns 1x Favour or Srnanoen to 
Basxxvrici—Baxxucricy Act, 1883 (46 & AT Vicr. c. 52), 6. 102— 
onscrrons Act (24 & 2A Vict. c. 127), «. 28. 
Appeal fr ma dechicn of bis Honcur Judge Emden in the county court 
of Tunbridge Wells refusing to make an order charging dividends in the 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
COUNTY COURT, ENGLAND. 
Procedure. 
Tue County Covrt Ruies (May) 1899, parep Arrt 18, 1899. 


These Rules may be cited as the County Court Rules (May), 1899, or each 
Rule may be cited as if it had been one of the County Court Rules, 1889, 
and had been numbered therein by the number of the Order and Rule 
placed in the margin opposite each of these Rules, 

An Order and Rule referred to by number in these Rules shall mean the 
Order and Rule so numbered in the County Court Rules, 188%, or in any 
County Court Rules of eubsequent date, as the case may be. 

These Rules shall be read avd construed as if they yere contained in the 
County Court Rules, 1889, ‘The forms in the Appendix shall be used as 
if they were contained in the Appendix to the Connty Court Rules, 185%, 
and when it is so expressed shall be used instead of the corresponding 
forms contained in such last-mentioned Appendix, or in the Appendix to 
any County Court Rules of subsequent date, as the case may be. 

Where any Rule or form hereby annulled is referred to in any of the 
County Court Rules, 1889, or in any County Court Rules of subsequent 
date, or the Appendices thereto, the reference to such Rule or form shall 
> se as referring to the Rule or form hereby prescribed to be used 
in lieu thereof. 
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ORDER II. 
Orricers. 
High Bailiff. 

1. Order IT., rule 24a. Inquiry and indorsement on summons against regis- 
tered company. 25 § 26 Vict. c. 89, ss. 62, 63.] (1-.) Where a summons is 
issued against a company registered under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 
1898, it shall be the duty of the bailiff to whom such summons is delivered 
for service to ascertain at the address given on the summons whether the 
registered office of the company is situate at such address. 

(2.) Form 11a (1).} If the bailiff shall ascertain either by seeing the 
words “‘ registered office ’’ painted or affixed on the outside of the premises, 
or by inquiry at the premises that the registered office of the company is 
situate at the address given on the summons, he shall effect service of the 
summons at uch address, and shall indorse on the copy of the summons 
delivered to bim by the registrar the fact and mode of such service, and 
the fact that he has ascertained in one or other of the modes aforesaid that 
the registered office of the company is situate at the addrers given. 

(3.) Form 11a (1).] If the bailiff shall ascertain that the registered office 
of the company is situate at some other address within the district, it shall 
be his duty to effect service of the summons at such other address, and to 
indorse on the copy retained by him the new address, and the fact that he 
has ascertained that the regictered office of the company is situate at such 
address. 

(4.) Form lla (2). Form 13a.) If the bailiff is unable to ascertain 
whether the registered office of the company is rituate at the address given 
on the summons, he thall effect service of the summons at euch address, 
but shall indorsee on the copy retained by him a statement to the effect 
that he has keen unable to ascertain whether the registered office of the 
company is situate at such address; and the high bailiff shall forthwith 
cend to the plaintiff a notice according to the form 13a in the Appendix. 

(5.) Form 11a (3). Form 12a.) If the bailiff shall ascertain that the 
registered office of the company is not situate at the address given on the 
summons and shall not ascertain that it is situate at some other address 
within the district, he shall make an indorsement to that effect on the copy 
of the summons, and return the summons itself as not served, in which 
case notice of non-service shall be given to the plaintiff as in other cases of 
non -service. 

ORDER V. 
CoMMENCEMENT or ACTION. 

2. Order V., rule 4b. Pracipe where registered company is defendant. 25 § 
26 Vict. c. 89, s. 62.] Where a company registered under the Companies 
Acts, 1862 to 1898, is a defendant, the precipe shall give an address for 
service, described as ‘‘ being the registered office of the company.”’ 

Order V., rules 11 and 12, are hereby annulled, and the following Rules 
shall stand in lieu thereof :— 

3. Order V., rule lla. Infant suing. Form 64.| Where aninfant desires 
to commence an action (other than for wages or piece-work, or for work as 
a cervant), oris a claimant in an interpleader proceeding, he shall sue by 
a next friend, and the Christian name and surname, description, and 
residence or place of businees of the next friend shall be entered in the 
precipe; and tuch next friend shall, at the time of entering the 
pleint or delivering the particulars of the goods and chattels 
alleged to be the property of the infant, either attend at the office of 
the registrar and give an undertaking, according to the form in 
the Appendix, to be responsible for costs, or transwit such an undertaking 
to the registrar : and if such undertaking is not given at the office of the 
registrar, it shall be attested by a solicitor, or by a clerk toa registrar 
empowered to take affidavite. The plaint sball not be eniered or the 
particulars received until such undertaking has been given, and on entering 
into such undertaking the next friend shall be liable in the same manner 
and to the same extent as if he were himself the plaintiff ; and the action 
or interpleader proceeding sball proceed in the name of the infant by such 
next friend, and the undertaking shall be filed by the registrar; but no 
order of the court shall be necessary for the appointment of such next 
friend, If the infant fail in or discontinue his action or proceeding, and 
do not pay the amount of costs ordered to be paid by him to the defendant, 
proceedings may be taken for the recovery of such amount from the next 
friexd as for the recovery of a judgment debt. 

4. Order V., rule 12a. Married women suing.) Where a plaint is 

cntered by a married woman in which her husband shall not be joined, she 
shall state the name, and, so far as she can, the address and description 
of her husband ; and, except in those cases to which the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882 [45 & 46 Vict. c. 75], applies, she sball, unless the 
Judge or registrar shall otherwise order, sue by a next fr'end, and the 
provisions of the last preceding rule as to an infant suing by a next friend 
shall apply to a married woman £0 suing. 
_ O» Order V., rule 12d, Person of unsound mind suing.) Where a plairt 
Is entered or a claim in wn interpleader preceeding is made by or on behalf 
of a person of unsound mind not so found by inquisition, he shall sue 
by a next friend; and the provisions of Rule 114 as to an infant suing by 
a next friend shall apply to a person of unsound mind so suing. 


ORDER VII. 
Praint Norse ann Summons 


6. Amendment of Order V1I., rule 8, as to time of delivery of ordinary sum. 
mons for service.| The words ‘ fifteen clear days” and * cighteen clear | 
days’? respectively shall bo substituted for the words “twelve cl.ar davs"’ | 
angl “ fifteen clear days "’ respectively in Rule 8 of Order VII. ; 
ae 5 Order VIL, rule 23a, Statutory provisions as to service on companies.) 
The statutory provisions with respect to service on— { 











(2) companies incorporated under Acts incorporating the Companies 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 [8 & 9 Vict. c. 16, s. 135]: 

(6) promoters empowered to execute works under Acts inco’ 
the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 [8 & 9 Vict. c. 18, 
8. 134]: 

(c) companies authorized to construct railways under Acts incorpora- 
ting the Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845 [8 & 9 Vict. c. 20, 
8. 138]: and 

(d) ciao registered under the Companies Acts, 1862 [25 
& 26 Vict. c. 89, ss. 62, 63] to 1889 
are set forth in Part II. of the Appendix. 


ORDER VIIa. 


APpporInTMENT or GUARDIANS AD LITEM TO DEFENDANTS WHO ARE INPANTS OR 
Persons or Unsounp MInp Not 80 FouND BY INQUISITION. 


8. Order V1I., rule 1. Appointment of guardian ad litem to defendant 
appearing on face of proceedings to be an infant or a person of unsound mind.) 
Where it appears on the face of the proceedings that any defendant to an 
action or matter is an infant or a person of unsound mind not eo found by 
inquisition, the following provisions shall apply :— 

(1.) Forms 64a, 645.| At any time after the service of the summons, 
and not less than six clear days before the return day, a guardian 
ad litem to such infant or person of unsound mind may be appointed 
by the registrar, on application made to him on behalf of such 
infant or person of unsound mind, on an affidavit according to the 
form 64, in the Appendix, accompanied by a written consent of the 
proposed guardian to act as such guardian. 

(2.) Form 64¢.] Where such appointment is made, the registrar shall 
forthwith send notice by post of such appointment to the plaintiff 
or his colicitor, according to the form 64c in the Appendix. 

(3.) Form 64d.] Where no application for the appointment of a 
guardian ad litem is made on behalf of the infant or person of 
unsound mind within the time hereinbefore limited, the i 
thall on the sixth day before the return day send notice by _ 
to the plaintiff or his solicitor that no such application has 
made, according to the form 64p in the Appendix. 

(4.) The plaintiff shall thereupon, before proceeding further with the 
action or matter against such infant or person of unsound mi 
apply to the Judge for an order that some proper person be 
guardian ad litem of such defendant, by whom he may appear and 
defend, and, if necessary, for a postponement of the trial. 

(5.) Forms 64e, and 64f.] Such application shall be made on an 
affidavit according to the form 64r in the Appendix; and notice of 
such application, together with a copy of such affidavit, shall three 
clear days at least before the day in such notice named for h 
the application be rerved upon or left at the dwelling-house of the 
person with whom or under whose care such defendant was at the 
time of service of the summons, and shall also (in the case of such 
defendant being an infant not residing with or under the care of his 
father or guardian) be served upon or left at the dwelling-house of 
the father or guardian (if any) of any such infant: Provided that 
the registrar may, on the application cf the plaintiff, dispense with 
such last-mentioned service. 

(6.) Form 64g.] On hearing of the application the Judge, if satisfied 
with the proposed guardian, may appoint him to act as such 
guardian; but if not so satisfied, the Judge may appoint any other 
person willing to act as guardian ; or in default of such person, the 
Judge may appoint the registrar to act as gaardian ; and the action 
or matter shall thenceforth proceed as if a guardian had been 
appointed on behalf of the defendant. The Judge may, if necessary, 
oa the hearing of such application, postpone the trial. 

9. Order VIIa., rule 2. Appointment of guardian ad litem to defendant 
ascertained to be an infant or a person of unsound mind.| Where it does not 
— on the face of the proceedings, but is made to appear in the course 
of the proceedings, that any defendant to an action or matter is an infant 
or a percon cf unsound mind not so found by inquisition, the following 
provision shall apply :— 

(1.) [fon any defendsnt appearing at the trial it appears that such 
defendaut is an infaot, and such defendant names a person as his 
guardian who then asse.t; so to act, such person shall be appoiated 
guardian accordingly: but if the defendant does not name a 
guardian, the Judge may appoint as guardian any person in court 
who is willing to act as such guardian; or in default of any such 
person the Judge may appoint the registrar to act as guardian ; 
and the action or matter shall thenceforth proceed as if the infant 
had named a guardian, and the name of the guardian appoiated 
ehall be entered according t» the forms 65. or 66a in the Appendix. 

2.) In any other case, on its being made to appear that any defen- 
dant is an infant or a person of unsound mind not so found by 
inquisition, the action or matter shall not proceed against such 
detendant until a guardian ed Ji‘em has been appointed. 

(3.) Such appointment may be made at any time within six days of 
its being made t> appear that such defendant is an infant ora 
person of un ound micd, cn apy lication made on behalf of such 
defendant in accordance with paragraphs (1) and (2) of the last 
preceding rule ; and if no such . er is made within such prod 

of six days, the registrar shall send notice to the plaintiff in 
accordance with paragraph (3) of the same rule ; and thereupou the 
plaintiff shall, before proceeding further with the action or matter 
against such defendant, apply for such appoiutment in accordance wit h 
paragraphs (4) to (6) of the came rule. And the trial sha'l, if 
necessary, be tponed to ellow an application for the appointment 
of a guardian to be made, 
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‘10. Order VIIa., rule 3. Eniry of appointment on summons, §c.] Where a 
guardian is cope under either of the two preceding rules, such 
appointment shall be entered on the summons and in the minute book, and 
on all subsequent proceedings. 

ll. Order VITa., rule 4. Limitation of liability of guardian for costs.) A 
guardian ed litem to an infant or a person of unsound mind not so found 
by inquisition shall not be personally liable to any costs not occasioned ly 
his personal negligence or misconduct. 

12. Order VIla., rule 5. Power to set aside judgment against infant or person 
of unsound mind where no guardian appointed.| Where judgment has been 
obtained or an order made against a defendant who was at the time an 
infant or a person of unsound mind not so found by inquisition, without a 
guardian ad litem having been appointed to such defendant, the Judge may 
set aside such judgment or order and order a new trial, or make such other 
order as may be just. 

13. Order VIla., rule 7. Order XXII. rule 8 annulled.] Order XXII, 
Rule 8, and Forms 65 and 66, are hereby annulled. 


ORDER IX. 
Discontinvance, Conressiox, ApmissIoN, AND PAYMENT INTO OR OUT OF 
Covrr. 


14. Order IX., rule 25. Amendment of Order IX., rule 2a.) The word 
**Court’’ shall be substituted for the words ‘' Judge or registrar”’ 
wherever they occur in Order IX., Rule 2c. 

15. Amendment of Order IX., rule 7.] The words ‘not less than three 
clear days before the return day”’ shall be substituted for the words 
“‘ within three clear days before the return day,’’ in Order 1X., Rule 7. 

16. Order IX., rule 12a (1). Form 104a to be numbered 104 (1).] The 
form referred to in Order IX., Rule 12a (Rule 7 of the County Court 
Rules, 1896), and the Appendix as Form 104a, skall be referred to and 
numbered and printed as Form 104 (1). 

Order IX., rule 17a, is he-.b: snnulled and the following rule shall 
stand in lieu thereof :— 

17. Order IX., rule liaa, Money prid in with denial of liability.] Where 
a defendant pays into court a sum less than the sum claimed, with a notice 
of denial of liability, and the plaintiff does not accept the same in satisfac- 
tion of bis claim and give notice of acceptance in accordance with rule 12a 
of this Order, the plaintiff may nevertheless accept the same at any time 
before the cite is called on and opened, eubject to the payment of any 
costs which may have been reasonably incurred by the defendant since the 
date of payment into ccurt, and which may be allowed by the Court. In 
apy other case the money shall not be paid out until after the trial and 
judgment ; and if the plainjff recovers less than the amount paid into 
court, the balance of such amount shall be repaid to the defendant, unless 
the Court otherwise orders, and the Court may order any costs awarded to 
the defendant to «ct off against the amount recovered by the plaintiff ; 
and if the defendant succeeds, the whole amount paid into court shall be 
repaid to him, unless the Court otherwise orders. 

ORDER XIII. 
REcEIvER. 

18, Order XIII, rule 24. Remuneration of receiver] Eve ry receiver 
appointed by the Judge shall, unless otherwise ordered, be allowed a 
proper ealary or allowaace. 

19. Order XIII, rule 6a. Certificate of result of audit.] The registrar 
shall, after each audit of a receiver's accounts, make and sign a certificate 
stating the result of such audit. ? 

20. Order XI., rule GIT. Neglect of reeciver.] With re-pect to any 
receiver who shall neglect to submit his accounts to be audited or to pay 
over any balance in bis hands, the Judge may from time to time, when his 
subsequent accounts are produced to be audited, disallow the salary or 
allowance therein claimed by euch receiver, and may also, if he shall think 


fit, charge him with interest at the rate of £5 per cent. per annum upon | 


any balance to negiected to be paid by him during the time such balance 
shall appear to have remained in the hands of such receiver. 
21. Order XIII, sule 10. Consequence of default by receiver.) Yn case of 


any receiver failing to ave any account or affidavit, or to pass any 


account, or to make any payment cr otherwise, the receiver or the parties, 

or any of them, may be required to attend before the Judge to shew cause 

why *ach account or affidavit bas not been left, or such account passed or 

euch payment made, or any other proper proceeding taken; and there- 

upon the Judge may gite euch directions and make such orders as thal] be 

proper, including directions for-the discharge of any receiver and the 
ent of another. and any orders as to costs. 

22. Order KIIL., rule 11. As to appointment of receiver by way of equitable 
tzecutm.) In every cate in which an application is made for the appoint- 
mseut of a receiver by way of equitable execution, the Judge in determin- 
ing whether it ix just cr convenient that euch appointment should be made 
thall bave 1egard to the amount of the debt and costs claimed by the 
epplicant, to the amount which may probably be obtained by the receiver, 
aed to the probable cots of his appointment, and may, if he shall so think 
Git, divect any inquiries om these or other matters before making the 
sppuintinent. 

23. Order XTI1., rule 12, Fees and ents on appointment of reeewer by way 
o eyuitabls ezeeutim.) Where a receiver is appointed by way of equitable 
emotion, ieee may te chareed and wots may be allowed a# on an inter- 
bocutory spylication in an «juitable action or matter. 

Provide that — < 

(1) Where the amount «{ debt and costs due to the applicant exceeds 


Sity pounds, but dos nt exceed one hundred pounds, the total | 


exclusive of the allowance 


for feez and cot 


emit to be allow: < 


to the receiver, tut including the conte of obteining bi« mppoint- 


ment, cnngicting his security, paring bie accounts, end obtaining 


his discharge) shall not exceed two and a half per cent. of the 
amount of such debt and costs in respect of fees, or the like amount 
in respect of costs. 

(2) Where the amount of such debt and costs exceeds twenty pounds, 
but does not exceed fifty pounds, the total amount to be allowed for 
fees and costs shall not exceed one pound five shillings in respect of 
fees, or the like amount in respect of costs; and ; 

(3) Where the amount of such debts and costs exceeds five pounds, 
but does not exceed twenty pounds, there may be allowed for fees 
and costs respectively such sums, not less than seven shillings and 
sixpence and not exceeding one pound in each case, as the Judge 
shall direct ; 

(4) Where the gmount of debt and costs does not exceed fifty pounds, 
the Judge may, instead of directing the receiver to give security, 
direct that the applicant shall be answerable for the acts and 
defaults of the receiver, ard that the receiver shall not receive more 
than the amount of the debt and costs due to the applicant, and the 
allowance to the receiver and the allowed fees aud costs of obtaining 
the order appointing the receiver, without the leave of the Judge. 


ORDER XVI. 
Discovery AND INSPECTION. 


24. Order XVI., rule 23. Order to apply to infants.| This Order shall 
apply to infant plaintiffs and defendants, and their next friends and 


guardians ad litem. 
ORDER XNXII. 
TRIAL. 


25. Order XXIT., rule Ta. Restoring case struzk out for non-appearance of 
plaintiff. 51 & 52 Vict. c. 43, ss. 80-90] Where any action or matter has 
been struck out under section 88 or section 90 of the Act or under Rule 6 
of this Order, the Court may order such action or matter to be restored to 
the list for hearing on the same day or any subsequent day, and may set 
aside any order awarding costs to the opposite pariy which miy have been 
made under section £9 of the Act or Rule 5 or Rule 6 of this Order, upon 
such terms as to payment of costs of the day, adjournment of the hearing, 
notice to the opposite party, and otherwise, as may be just. 

ORDER XXIII. 
JUDGMENTS AND OrvrERs. 

26. Order XXIII, rule1 (1). Form of judgment. Form 34 (1).] | Form 3t 
is hereby annu'led ant Ferm 34 (1) in the Appendix shall stand in lieu 
thereof. 

27. Order XXIII., rule 1b.) Form of judgmnt against married woman, 
Form 34 (1). 45 & 46 Vict. c 75]. Tbe words in brackets in Form 34 (1) in 
the Appendix, from ‘‘and it is further ordered”’ to ‘‘ notwithstanding 
such restriction,’’ shall be added only when the judgment is rccovered 
against a married woman under section 1, sub-section 2, of the Married 


| Women’s Property Act, 1882, and chall not be added where the judgment 


is one which could be recovered against her at common law independently 
of the said Act. 

28. Amendment of Order XNIII., rule 14.] The following paragraphs shall 
be added to Order XXIII., rule 14:— 





An application under this Rule may be made in person or by solicitor at 
| any sitting of the Court; or it may be made at any other time by request 
| in writing, giving the let'er and number of and the names of the parties 
| to the action or matter in which the judgment or order was given or made, 
and the instalments by which the plaintiff desires that the amount due 
and unpaid may be ordered to be paid. Where the plaintiff docs not 
reside within the district of the Court he may, instead of attendivg in 
person or by solicitor, forward such request free of cost to the registrar. 
| Any such request shall be dealt with at the next sitting of the Court. 

Where the request is forwarded to the registrar, it shall be accompanied 
by the plaint note or the duplicate mentioned in Order VII., Rule 1, anda 
stamped and directed envelope ; aud when the request has been dealt with 
the registrar ehall return euch note or duplicate, with a minute of the 
order made, in such envelope. 

The registrar may, by leave of the Judge, deal with any application 
under this rule, without requiring the attendance of the plaintiff or bis 
solicitor ; but he may, and, where no payment has been made witbin six 
years before the date of the application, he shall refer the application to 
the Judge, who may make such order in the matter as he shall think 
right, and may require the attendavce of the plaintiff or his solicitor. 

An order made on avy application under this rule tha)l be entered in 
the minute bock, and shall pave the same effect as a fresh order for pay- 
ment by instalments made on the hearing of a judgment suinmons. 
| An epplication under this rule shal) not be deemed to be an interlocutory 
' application within the meaning of Rule lla of Order XLI. 

(To be continued.) 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS, 
Oxven ov Count. " 
Thureday, the 20th day of April, 159. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Karl of Halobury, Lord High Chancellor of Grea’ 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule here‘o 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Stirling (18909—H.—No. 715). 
In the Matter of the Harmony Company Limited, Adolph B.rnds 


Nejlwen, Welter Darby ond Charles Sarnso v Harmony Company Limited. 
Havenvny, C. 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


Attendances of members of the Council from the 16th of April, 1898, to 
the 15th of April, 1899 :— 


Council. ae | Council, a 

Mr. Addison ... ie “ae 18 Mr. Roscoe _... oo, SB 35 
,, Attlee ~ ree | 31 os Saunders ove w 9 2 
», Barker one a a. oo od Stewart we ict a 12 
»» Beale ~ an ae ll SS wa ce | ae 2 
»» Blyth ae owe 20 45 », Walters - a “ae 
», Bristow... ae 31 »» Wightman w 38 1 
», Budd =n on. ae | # Williams exe dik 8 
», Cunliffe ... ao ae 18 », Wing ne ow — 
», Lllett oe aw 6 #8 :, Winterbotham ... 30 13 

9 


», Fladgate ... . 9 », Witham ... oo. oa 
Right Hon. Sir H. H. ExTRAORDINARY Mempgrs. 


Fowler, M.P. os f — | Mr. Burbidge ... oo — — 
Mr. Godden ... » 31 *88 | ,, Dransfield... oe — 
», Gray ish . 27 3 », Edgar 3 — 
», Gray Hill... 14 4 », Gibbons — — 
», Hollams .,.. vee 20 3 », Gibson 3 — 
», Howlett . 1 6 | ,, Keith — — 
» Hunter... a 26 », King 17 12 
», Tdanson ... sad = lr =. — 
m Johnson v7 .. 18 6 | ,, Wolferstan oe «=D — 
», Keen we «. 30 *34 »» Woods ee — 
»» Lake a wo 1 », SAtkinson ... 15 14 
sy | Lawrence... = — », )Birch — _ 
»» Lee... = oo 9 », Daniel 3 -- 
», Manisty ... s+ 20 22 », \Gregory — 

», Margetts ... we 26 28 »» SHill — — 
»» Marshall ... ive oe |», »Lord 3 — 
3, §Milne — ! - +» )Moore see ee — 
»» Morrell 18 9 | ,,$Sewell ... os 10 2 
2, Munton tee 9 10 — * ‘These attendances are exclusive of those 
tSir Thomas Paine ... 10 11 | on the committee appointed under the 
Mr. Pennington 32 130 | Solicitors Act, 1888, 

,, Rawle ee es oe 

2 £ wes wes | ¢ Died 27th , 1998. 

Sir A. K, Rollit, M.P. 6 3 3 Retired in October, 1898, 





THE SUSSEX LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of the society was held on the 25th of January. The 
minutes of the last meeting were read and confirmed. 

The secretaries’ report having been read and the balance-sheet presented 
and the accounts audited, it was moved by Mr. Thomas Eggar, seconded 
by Mr. W. H. Cockburn, and resolved: ‘‘ That the report and balance- 
sheet be received, adopted, and entered on the minutes, and that a copy 
be sent to every member of the gociety.”’ 

_ On the motion of Mr. J. W. Howlett, seconded by Mr. Thomas Eggar, 
it was unanimously resolved: ‘‘ That Mr. Montague Spencer Blaker be 
elected president of the society for the ensuing year.”’ 

Mr. Eggar then proposed, Mr. A. C. Woolley seconded, and it was 
resolved: ‘That Messrs. J. W. Howlett and George Cheesman be 
re-elected honorary secretaries and treasurers for the ensuing year.”’ 

On the motion of Mr. Cockburn, seconded by Mr. S. T. Maynard, it was 
resolved: ‘‘'That the following gentlemen, with the president, the out- 
going president, and the honorary secretaries, form the general committee 
for the ensuing ‘year, namely: Mr. J. Colbatch Clark, Mr. H. J. Verrall, 
Mr. Edward Waugh, Mr. II. M. Williams, and Mr. A. C. Woolley.” 

On the motion of Mr. Carden, seconded by Mr. Fillmer, it was 
resolved: ‘* That the following gentlemen, with the president and hon. 
secretaries, form a library committee for the ensuing year, to exercise the 
powers with reference to the library, conferred upon the general committee 
by rule 14, and generally to manage the same, namely: Mr. A. (, 
Borlace, Mr. J. Colbatch Clark, Mr.C. Somers Clarke, Mr. W. H. Cock- 
burn, Mr. T. P. Harker, Mr. 8. 'T. Maynard, Mr. R. B. Pope, Mr. H. M. 
Williams, Mr. A. C. Woolley, and Mr. C, A, Woolley.”’ 

Mr. Howlett explained that the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 
had, through the Associated Vrovincial Law Societies, asked for an 
expression of opinion as to the propriety of solicitors inserting advertise- 
ments in their own names offering to lend money on mortgage, and that at 
& meeting of the Associated Provincial Law Societies attended by him and his 
co-hon. secretary, the further consideration of the matter had at bis 
Instance been adjourned to enable the question to be brought before the 
country societies, 

The question having been considered and discussed, Mr. Geo. Cheesman 
moved, Mr, R, W. Charles seconded, and it was unanimously resolved : 
‘That while this meeting is of opinion that it is contrary to professional 
etiquette to solicit busines, it considers that the question whether an 
advertisement offering to lend money on mortgage or any similar act be 
unprofessional or not must depend upon the circumstances of each 
particular case.”’ 

The question of the local custom as regards the costs of leases and 
agreements for tenancies, and how far the same is in accordance with the 

decision of the court in the case of Re Negus (1895, 1 Ch, 738), was then 
discussed, and it was unanimously resolved: “ That this meeting is of 
opinion that, by the custom m Brighton and its neighbourhood, where 


both lease and counterpart ; and that the same rule applies to agreements 
for tenancies, but that these latter are much more frequently the subject 
of special arrangement.” 

On the motion of Mr. Cockburn, seconded by Mr. Williams, it was 
resolved : ‘*‘ That the secretaries be empowered to support a test case to 
raise the question dealt with in the case of Re Negus, as to whether the 
lessor or lessee is liable to pay for the counterpart of a lease.”’ 

The following gentlemen, with the president, were then appointed to 
make arrangements for the annual dinner of the members of the society, 
namely: Mr. Thos. Eggar, Mr. W. H. Cockburn, Mr. A. C. Woolley, 
Mr. Leonard Holines, and Mr. F. W. J. Ford. 

On the motion of Mr. Maynard, duly seconded, it was resolved: 
‘‘That the committee appointed on the 4th of February, 1898, to consider 
the matter of obtaining more commodious offices for the society, be 
re-appointed, with power to confer with any societies or persons with a 
view to the joint occupation of suitable premises.”’ 

Mr. Howlett then moved, Mr. Williams seconded, and it was unanimously 
resolved: ‘* That the best thanks of this meeting be given to Mr. Thos. 
Eggar for his services as president during the past two years, and for his 
constant efforts to further the work and interests of the society.” 

The following are extracts from the secretaries’ report : 

Members.—Since the presentation of our last annual report, ten new 
members of the society have been elected, and the total number on the 
rolls is now 71, of whom 49 are Brighton members, and 22 practise else- 
where. There are also two subscribers to the library. 

The Land Transfer Act.—Since the presentation of our last report the 
County of London has been selected as the first area in which to put in 
force the compulsory provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1897. js the 
extension or the abandonment of the system of compulsory registration 
thus inaugurated will probably greatly depend upon the result of this 
experiment during the next three years, it is hoped that the members of 
the society will keep notes of the time occupied and expenses incurred in 
cases coming within the Act and send them to the Incorporated Law 
Society, the secretary of which will supply the necessary forms on applica- 
tion being made to him. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY, 


April 24.—Mr. A. C. Arnold moved: “That this society approves of 
the Bill for the Amendment of the Law of Constructive Murder.’’ 
Mr. S. Davey replied. The debate was continued by Messrs. Williams, 
Kirby, Richardson, and Boycott. The motion was carried. This was 
the last meeting of the session. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were on Wednesday called to the bar :— 
Lixcotn’s-1nn.—Henry Hess Johnston Gompertz, Oxford, B.A.; 
William Moore, Trinity College, Dublin, Q.C. (I d); Malcolm Laing ; 
George Edward Raine ; Syed Mohammad Amir; Kashi Prasada Munshi ; 
Harry Kottingham Newton, Oxford, B.A.; Arthur Cecil Beck, Cambridge ; 
Arthur Harold Webster, Cambridge; William Ernest Hollams, Oxford, 
B.A.; Harold Francis Bidder, Cambridge, B.A.; Bolton Charles Jones, 
B.A., LL.B., Trinity College, Dublin (barrister-at-law of the Irish Bar) ; 
Alan Chancellor Nesbitt, Oxford, B.A. ; and Heinrich Pohl. 

Innex Temrie.—Reginald Childers Culling Carr; Herbert Warington 
Smyth, M.A., LL.B., Cambridge; Charles Alfred Goldschmidt, B.A., 
Oxford; Thorold Arthur Stewart Jones, B.A., Cambridge; Joseph 
Wilson-Johnston, B.A., Oxford; Stanley Bean Atkinson, B.A., LL.B., 
Cambridge ; Frederick Holland Schwann, B.A., Cambridge; Henry 
William Steele; Frank Hillyard Newnes, B.A., Cambridge: Richard 
Feetham, B.A., Oxford; Robert William Allen, D.A., Oxford; George 
Harold Day, B.A., Oxford; Arthur Grieve Jamieson, London ; Frederic 
George Thomas, B.A., LL.B., Cambridge; the Hon. Oriel John Clot- 
worthy Whyte-Melville Skeffington, B.A., Oxford ; Thomas Walker 
Hobart Inskip, B.A., Cambridge ; Henry John Jacobs; George Reginald 
Toller, B.A., Cambridge; Kington Baker, B.A., Oxford; Percy William 
Francis le Breton; George Arthur Harwin Branson, B.A., Cambridge ; 
and Pherozshaw Behramji Malabari. 

Mippte Teurie.—Francis Xavier De Souza, 1.C.8., M.A., LO.M., 
Cambridge University, Roman Law, and Jurisprudence Inns of Court 
studentship ; Harold William Edwards, Cambridge; Walter Sutherland 
Wilkinson ; Stanley Wolfe Pears, B.A., Honours in Jurisprudence, Oxford ; 
Edward Maurice Coward, B.A., Camb: e, and Victoria Univ.: James 
Dixon Pennington, B.A., London, M.Sc., Victoria Univ.; Vincent 
Devereux Knowles; Kalikrishna Wood Bonnerjee; Vyvyan Asbleigh 
Lyons, B.A., Oxford; Harry Allday Griffith, B.A., Oxford; John Hall 
Seymour Lloyd; Alexander Cairns; William George Hannah; and 
William James Parkinson Smith. 

Gray’s-1nn.—James Henry Mussen Campbell, M.P. (Q.C., Treland), 
Frederick Gurdon Palin, Bhagat Ram Pari, and William de Gallye 
Lamotte, LL.B. (London). 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpenrs’ Drnatine Soctety,—April 18.—Chairman, Mr, Neville 
Tebbutt.—The subject for debate was; ‘That the case af Ae Hired 





re ig no agreement to the contrary, a lessee is liable to pay the costs of 





(68 L. J. Q. B, 287) was wrongly decided.” Mr, A. H, H. Richanison 
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—_— in the affirmative; Mr. E. L. Chapman seconded in the affirmative. 
.D. 8. Cormock opened in the negative; Mr. E. G. Cloves seconded in 
the negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. G. G. Baily, 
W. Arnold Jolly, and W. E. Tyldesley Jones. Mr. A. H. H. Richardson 
replied. The chairman summed up. The motion was carried by one vote. 

25.—Chairman, Mr. Archibald Hair.—The subject for debate was: 
* the procedure of the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of 
Justice is better adapted fur the administration of justice than that of the 


Division.”” Mr. G. H. Daniell opened in the affirmative; Mr. 
W. Arnold Jolly —< in the negative. The following members also 
: Messrs. J. R. Smith, A. E. Clarke, W. Wilde, Haceldine Jones, 

and Alexander, 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Saver Price, solicitor, died at his residence, 20, Highbury-grove, 
me pees London, on the 20th of April, at the age of 69 years, of broncbitis 
and congestion of the lungs following influenza. He was admitted in 1864 
and was the founder of the firm of 8. Price & Sons, of Worcester House, 
Walbrook, from which he retired in 1892. He had all his life been largely 
identified with — work. For twenty-five years he was a prominent 
member of the Islington Vestry, and for a short time he was a member of 
theold Me litan Board of Works. In this last capacity he made a stand 
against official jobbery, and resigned his position rather than countenance 
it. He was the means of securing the people of Islington Highbury 
Fields as an space. He was one of the representatives of the Ward 
of Walbrook in the Common Council of the City of London since July, 
1886, and served as chairman of most of the important committees in the 

ion. He was a member of the Irish Society, one of the governors 
of the Northern Polytechnic, and a member of the London Diocesan 
Conference. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


Lieutenant-Colonel Francis O’Brrene, of Jamestown, Drumsna, County 
Leitrim, and of the Junior United Service Club, London, deceased.— 
Should any solicitor or other person be able to give information of the 
existence of a Will made by the deceased, they are requested to com- 
municate with Messrs. Witham, Rockell, Munster, & Weld, solicitors, 1 
Gray’s-inn-square, London. ° 

The Rev. Frepriic Reape, deceased.—Any person having in his custody 
or knowing of the existence of the Will of the Rev. Frederic Reade, 
formerly vicar of St. John the Baptist, Hove, Brighton, and late of 41, 
Brunswick-terrace, Hove, Clerk in Holy Orders, deceased, is requested to 
es, at once with Messrs. Farrer & Co., 66, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 
London, oe 


Captain Anruve pz Vere Surru, deceased.—Take notice, that all persons 
claiming to be Executora of the Will or Next-of-kin of this deceased, late 
of No. 10, Lower Belgrave-street, in the county of Middlesex (who died 
in or about the month of June, 1893), are hereby requested to communicate 
with Rowcliffes, Rawle, & Co., solicitors, 1, Bedford-row, London, W.C. 


2 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvTIon. 

Wruax Heones Pessy and Groxcr Atexanpen ALLEN Taytor, 
solicitors (Mends, Penny, & Taylor), Kingston-upon-Hull. March 21. 
The said William Hoghes Penny will continue to practise at 3, Parliament- 
street, Hull, under the style or firm of Mends & Penny. 

(Gazette, April 21. 





GENERAL. 

It is stated that Viscount Esher has been seriously ill at Heath Farm 
Watford, but is progressing favourably. _— ; 

The mudden death is announced of Mr. George D. Stibbard, senior 
pertner in the firm of Messrs. Stibbard, Gibson, & Co., solicitors. 

It is stated that Mr. W. J. Jeeves, Town Clerk of St. Helens, was on 
Wednesday slected for the town clerkship of Leeds, vacant by the resig- 
naticn of Mr. Harricon. 

A telegram from Allahabad says that the High Court has refused, on 
neg principles of sex, to enrol as a legal practitioner Miss Sorabji, a 

aru+ lady who has had a tingularly distinguished English university | 





camer. | 


have been £5,313. After meeting preferential claims the sum of £17,857 
was a in the form of a first and final dividend of 3s. 74d. in the 
pound. 

In the House of Lords on the 20th inst. the Supreme Court (Appeals) 
Bill was read a third time and passed; and the Land Charges Bill (which 
the Lord Chancellor explained was to amend the law relating to charges 
on land, by giving fuller effect to the policy of the Land Charges Regis- 
tration and Searches Act, 1888, under which ——— of land were 
protected from certain risks against which they formerly had no adequate 
protection) was read a second time. 


The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council resumed their sittings on 
Tuesday, after the Easter Vacation. Their first list of causes, says the 
Times, contained twelve appeals—viz., from the North-Western Provinces 
of India, two; Bengal, two; British Columbia, two; and Oudh, Bombay, 
Queensland, New South Wales, St. Vincent, and Quebec, one each. There 
is also a patent case to be heard. Seven judgments in appeals heard prior 
to the vacation are down for delivery. 


On Saturday in last week, says the Dublin correspondent of the TZimes, 
the Lord Chancellor called the following sixteen members of the Pi 
bar to be Queen’s Counsel :—North-East Circuit: A. H. Bates, H. W. 
Jackson, S. L. Brown, G. A. Hume, R. F, Harrison, Wm. M. Jellett, Wm. 
Moore, M.P.; Munster Circuit: Brereton Barry, Ignatius O’Brien, H. D. 
O’Connor, T. M. Healy, M.P., Redmond Barry; Leinster Circuit: Dr. 
Falconer, Alexander Blood, John Wakely, F. F. Moloney. 


A correspondent of the Times says that the council of judges have, it is 
understood, decided that in future the Home Circuit, consisting of Maid- 
stone and Guildford, which has hitherto been a separate circuit, shall be 
joined on to the South-Eastern Circuit, and the two above-mentioned 
towns will be placed at the end of the circuit, and will come after Lewes. 
An Order in Council to this effect will therefore shortly be promulgated, 
and the new arrangements are expected to come into operation at the 
ensuing summer assizes. 


It was definitely announced two or three weeks ago, says the 7'imes, that 
Mr. Commissioner Kerr was about to retire from the office of Judge of 
the City of London Court, and accept the pension of £2,700 a year which 
the City Corporation had offered him. Even the 25th of this month was 
fixed as the day on which the learned judge would sit; but there is 
no truth in the story which was circulated. As a matter of fact, the 
judge has published the days on which he intends to sit for the next two 
months. His health, too, much improved of late. It is true that he 
is rapidly approaching his 78th birthday, and that he is the senior 
county court judge in the country (having been appointed in May, 1859) ; 
but it is expected that Mr. Commissioner Kerr will continue for some time 
to administer justice at the City of London Court. 


Judge Davis, at Cincinnati, says the Chicago Law Journal, on the 25th of 
March decided the divorce case of Katherine Kraus against Charles Kraus, 
or the “‘ glass-eye case,’’ as it has come to be known, in favour of the wife. 
The court holds that it is legal for women to attract mankind with 
‘devices and attachments used to improve the work of nature,” as the 
following excerpts from the decision will shew: ‘‘ It is not necessary for a 
woman, during courtship, to inform her intended husband of any device 
or attachment used to improve the work of nature in the construction of 
her face, form, or fi If a glass eye, purposely concealed before 
marriage, be fraudulent representation and a ground for divorce, why are 
not false teeth, false hair, or any other falce article peculiar to the fair sex 
also a ground for divorce ?’’ 


In the House of Lords Standing Committee on Tuesday, the Bodies 
Corporate (Joint Tenancy) Bill was ordered to be reported without 
amendment, As to the Lunacy Bill, the Lord Chancellor said that by a 
st mistake in committee a whole clanse (No. 22) had been negatived. 
The object of this omitted clause was to enable the visiting committee to 
pay an annual allowance to an officer of an asylum injured in the perform- 
ance of his duties. There was no objection to this provision ; and, indeed, 
the schedule which was a necessary part of the clause had been retained, 
though the clause had been omitted. He therefore moved that this clause 
be reinserted. The Marquis of Ripon enagpeted that the power of the 
visiting committee to grant allowances should be subject to the confirma- 
tion of the county council. This proviso was in the clause, which 
was then reinserted in the Bill. e Bill as amended was ordered to be 
reported to the House. The Land Charges Bill was ordered to be reported, 
without amendments, to the House. 


The graduation of a class of forty-eighty women from the New York 
University indicates, says the Albany Law Journal, the growing popularity 
of legal study among the fa‘r tex. This class, which was started vim: 
yeara ago, bas been very successful under the direction of Prof. Isaac 
Franklin Ruscell. It has hitherto been supported entirely by fees paid 
by stadents and by voluntary contributions, but some liberal donor, 
whose name is not published, has recently contributed twelve thousand 
dollars es the nucleus of an endowment fund, and if others follow this ex- 


The Lod Chancellor precided over the annual council of the judges of | ample the woman’s law class will soon be established on a strong basis. The 


the Supreme Cocrt, which was held om the Zist inst., at the House of 


Killowen), the Master of the Rolls (Sir Nathaniel Lindley), Sir Francis 
Jeune (President of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division), the 
— of Appeal, and nearly all the other Judges of the Supreme 
s 

The Official Receiver for Vast Kent has, says the Times, just issued a 
statement in regard to the bankruptcy of Messrs. Mercer & Kdwards, the 
well-known [Deal solicitors. The winding up of the estate has occu 
five years, It realized £72,614, and the ordinary expenses of realization 


a : “ stud‘es pursued by the class comprised 
Lords, when there were present the Lord Chief Justice (Lord Rassell of | fy Prof’ Russcll, asalsted by Mise Inabella 





four courses of lectures on Jaw given 
Mary Pettus, and cthers. ‘The 
lecturesbip was founded the Woman’s Legal Education Society, of 
which Mrs. John P. Munn is the president and Miss Helen M. (tould the 
vice-president. The course of study is designed to meet the needs of 
business women and women in private life who desire to obtain a kuow- 
ledge of law to assist their by acre as litigants, witnesses, and custodians 
of trast estates, or as a study her mental development. Many of the 
graduates become so interested in the study that they enter the professional 
study of law with a view to active practice at the har, 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reaistrars mm ATTENDANCE ON 







Date Appgzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justiie 
ape No. 2. Norra. Streiine. 
day, May .....00.00..404.1 Mr. Beal Mr. Jackson Mr. Carrington 
ere: od . Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
Wednesda: ‘ Beal Jackson Carrington 
Thursday. .4 Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
Friday . = | Beal Jackson r 
Baturday .......0creeree we Pugh Pemberton Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
Kexewicz. Byrne. Cozens-Harpy. 
. niinensintonive 1 Myr. F Mr. Mr. Greswell 
Sontog May »§ ‘armer Leach” ch 
8 F odfrey reswell 
ped Leach Church 
Farmer Godfrey Greswell 
King Leach Church 














THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
May 1.—Messrs. Kemsiry, at the Mart, at 2, Freehold Building Estate, Dagenham, 


or before May 25, to send their names and a and the'particulars of their debts 
dl anny to Duncan J. Shed@en, Friory st, ley. Bagradale, Dudley, solor for 
iquidators 
Martner & Pratt, Limtep (1892) (Reconstruction) —Creditors are required, on or before 
May 31, to send their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims 
{es at June 30, 1898), to John Mather, 8, King st, Manchester. Wi 
anchester, solors for liquidator , 
Mownoryrs Macutiye (Britisa be 8y eeaeaee, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on 
or before May 23, to eir names es, and the particulars «f their debts 
cr claims, to C. F. Elles, 3, Dockiertbury. Sugden & Harford, 10, Ironmonger lane, 
solors for liquidator 
Toxypanpy InpvaiRrat Co-operative Eocizty, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on 4 


before oy wg, be to send their names and addresses, and the —— of 
debts or claims. les Edwin Dovey, 31, Queen st, Cardiff. Linton & Co, 4 
solors for Niquidator 

War anv Srortixc Smoxeress Powprer Co, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or 


before June 5, to send their names and ser, particulars of their debts or 

claims, to Thomas W. Mills, 18, Regent st Church, Fenchurch st, solor to liquidator 
Wiis’ Restave =. ia for witding oo presented font 18, directed to be 

heard on Wednesday, Py oy Jerome & Co, 32, Walbrook, solors to . Notice 
= wT. must reach above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


County Paratine or Lancaster. 
Limrep in CHancery. 

J. H. P: — A & Co, Lameee— Con om ; crag Sa or before Ma’ Mog ot, te cond Gist 
names ddresses, the particulars of their or claims, Harry Lloyd 
Price, 79, Mosley st, Manchester. Grundy & Co, Manchester, sclors to liquidator 

London Gazette.—Tuxnapay, April 25. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep 1s Cuaycerr. 
Bigtanp Past ayp O11 Co, Lourrep (1x ee are 


before May 27, to send their names rt of 
Edward Darker Parker, 26, North Sonn st. 


uited, on oF 
debts or 
ims, to Jol 


Essex, situate on the high road, frontage 1,300ft., area 62a. 2r. > known as Home | CoLoniAt anp ee a Ixvestuant SyNpIcaTE, Laman fut Se for winding up, 
& Co. 


Farm ; let at £180 per annum. Solicitors, Mecsts. ay me , London.—Free- 

hold Estate, known as South Hall, on the main road to Grays and Southend, building 

frontages 3,600{t., in all 167 acres; let until September 29, 1903, at £626 per annum. 

aie eesrs. A. H. Hunt & Co., Romford. (See adve:tisements, April 22, 
y 5 


May 2.—Messrs. Desenn Am, ng sox, Fasmer, & BrrpGewarer, at the Mart, at 2, an 
undivided third share of a Freehold Ground-rent of £450 per annum, arising from 
modern business premises, 14, Gracechurch-street, with reversion in 75 years. 

Solicitors, Messrs, Poole & Robinson, London. (See advertisement, April 8, p. 4.) 


May 4.—Measrs. Stimson & Fons, at the Mart, at 2. Freehold Property, 137, Euston-road, 
and on the south side of this important main thoroughfare.—. Ground-rents 
of £425 16s. per arinum, with early reversion, secured upon thirty Houses in Euston- 
road, seven with Shops, licensed Beerhouse, and prod — rack-rents of £2,(60 per 
annum, Solicitors, Messrs. Wood & Sons, London. Pipe vertisement, April 22, p. 5 ) 


May 4.—Messrs. H, E. Foster & CranFizvp, at the Mart, at 2: 
REVERSIONS: 
To One-third of Trust Estate, value £50,195, in Consols; gentleman aged 53. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Meadows, Eiliott, Meadows, & Thorpe, 4 
To One-third of Properties roduciag, about £210 psr annum ly aged 72. 
£olicitor, E. R. 8. Skeels, » London 
To sy 000; lad 65 and quate, aged 67. Also to £2; ag on the deccase of 
the said Indy. Solicitors, Messis. Colyer & a ty 
To ye ne of a Trust Fund in Consols and India Stock, ae £4,500; gentie- 
aged 64. Solicitors, Messrs. Webb. Nichols, & Allinson, London 
To One-Bith of Trust Fund in Colonial Stock, &c , value nearly £11,000; lady 
68. Solicitors, Messrs. Morris & Rickards, London 
To Leasehold Premizes, let for the whole term we thirty years at £85 per annum ; 
lady aged 72. 
LIFE INTEREST of a gentleman aged 34 in a Moiety of Fy: sa 4 bre ing £555 per 
annum, with policies. Solicitors, Messra, Rowley & - —~4 - 
POLICIES : 
£3,000 in National Mutual Life, premium £120; life 53. Solicitors, Messrs, 
Collisson & Prichard, London 
£2,000 and £1,000 in Eagle Tesesenee Co.; life aged 65. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Fresbfield & Williams, London. 
£2,000 in Law Life, on life aged 44, with additions. Solicitors, Messrs. Ellis, 
Pag ye & Ehlis, London. 
£1,000, £500, £500, , £500. Solicitors, Mersre. James & Mellor, of London, and 
TR. Prichard, Esq., of Mountain Asb, 
SHARES: ° 
Four Shares in Gordon Hotels, Limited, ia four lots, 
(See advertisements, this week, back page. y 


RESULTS OF SALE. 
The Chalkwell Hall Hatate, Southend-on-Sea, recently offered for Sale by Auction 


Messrs, Fangprotner, Ex.is, & Co., occupying 262 ‘acres ye —— Building Land, wit 
over half a mile of sea frontage, extending from I to Sou x ered, coment ught in at 
£1(.0,000, has now been sold privat ly by nem. itors, Co; & Sons, Chelmsford. 


Mersrs. CC, & T. Moone sold on Thursday, at the Mart, Houses in Bloomfield- 
road, Burdett-road, at Prices averaging £380 per house; a oR I in Victoria- 
park, £400; five Houses in Islington, £475 ; two in Plumstead, £395 ; and ten in Plaistow, 
£1,000, The result of the rale was £7,215. 








WINDING UP NOTICES, 
London Ca.ette.—Faipay, April 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lunrep m Omanozry. 


Ancentinz Coxorsstons, L Vi 
on or before June %, to wend their names and addr Liqu woaseen)—Ouediiors are required, 


Parker Owen, 3-5, Queen st, Oneapelae 
church ot st, solois to liquidator sai 
BinkeNuRAD Foy Ng 4G anaean Go, Lumwen Gx Liquipation)—Creditors are required, 
and and tho guvtiouinns of their 


May 80, to 
Sebts or hate to Mr J aimen S. 6, Lord 
Croxgr Preasune Boat Co, Tierenp Creditors ar aired on or bef: tore May en 
pay Dames and addresses, and the particulars of | ir debts or lal 


a quid win Allenby, 5, George we Great Grimsby. Kearsey, Great Grineby, solor for 
Duiox, carat, Co, Us & Co, Late Rueurey 1) Deniers are requ 


dchn Mather, 8, King #, Banchestet, “Withingtos aCe 


ted 
April 22, directed to Be hee See See 3 ee. Richards & Co, ie, arwick 
st, t st, solors for petners. a Senn ane reach the above-named not 
later 6 o’clock in the a of of April 2 
_—— AND Western Syypicars, enn ae required, on or before 
to George to send their names and tke puntiouians of © their debts or c’aims, 
ml orge Henry Bodell, 9, Drapers’ 

& Co, tansee (x Liev IDATION o- ~ are iy on or before June 10, to 
= their names and addresses, and their debts or claims, to Mr. 
ircuietee Murgatroyd, 4, Clarence st, ter, F. & H. Taylor, Bakewell, solors to 

quidator 


Hutt Swackownens’ Protection anp Inpemyiry AssociaTioN, [ee - 

required, on or before June 8, to send their names names and addresses alee 

their debts or claims, to Charles Farr, William Cox, William { - Joseph 
w’s Dock, Hull. Locking & Holdi liquida: 


tt, 
22, Waterloo st, Bi Ryland & Co, solors to liquidator : 
RosENKRANTZ Ae Aanp GoLp Mixixe Co, — are required, on or before 
- 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
George Davies, 1, Lombard ct. Bonner & Co, 165, Fenchure! 


in uidator 
Wasp fF cthema coh Gn Eo oe ee ee toma Shaw Leon 
of their or SS ww 

Bouthuate chmbrs, Halifax. England & Co, Halifax, solors for liquidator ’ 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Centsat Finspvury Tora Asstinence Socrery, 21, r st, Goswell-road. April 17 
Maryaguct Frienpiy Society, Crown Inn, Marnhbull, Dorset. April 


FE 








Warnine To rntenpinc Hovse Purcuasgrs anp Lessszs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., ofall 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of ful ticulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation."’—[Apvr.] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Dar or Cuam. 
Lendon Gazette.—Tvursvar, April 11. 
Baruine, Hexsrerra, Camden Town May9 Hortin, Edgware ni 
Bory, Fussin, South Petherton, Somerset, Millstome Dresser May 17 
e 


Browy, Josnva, Cirencester May 6 Haygarth, Cirencester 

Brows, Lypra Treopniia, Cirencester May 6 Haygarth, Cirencester 

Brown, Mary, Cirencester May6 Haygarth, Cirencester 

Cotties, Rosext, Upper Norwood MayS Martin & Nicholson, Queen st 

Davirs, Aye, Spinster, Islington May 12 Chandler, Copthall av 

BE a Fastox, Oldbury Grange, nr Bridgnorth May 4) Cayley, 
Dickson, Barwana Hickway Rows, Highgate May 11 Roberts, Cireus pl 

Epwarps, Txomwas, Blaenavon, Mon June ll Bythway & Soa, Pontypeol 

Fiarrecy, Dayust Invive, Longsight, Manchester, Brewer May 13 Broadsmith & Stead 


Gaaner, Aanoy, Donington, Lincoln, Iankeeper May 20 Stanilend, Boston 

Garey, Bexyanrs Groncn, Binfield, Berks, Builder May 13 Hewett, Reading 
Harnsins, Hupson, Surbiton, Surrey, Surgeon May 6 Collis & Maliam, Ol Sorjeant’s inn 
Hanrinoroy, Right Hon Buszansra Wiitiain Countess of May 13 Rowelitfes & Oa, 
Hayurs, Bow on, heanay April 4 Bryer, Barbican 

Heap, Jenemian, Victoria st, Civil Engiaeer May 20 Grenside, Great Geonge st 

Mays, Coxeravr, Are on Mosel, Germany, Wine Grower May 6 Rehders & Higgs 


Poole, South 


he debt o dating Hirckmporn as, Jawes Ravourrr, Clapton May 11 Travs & Bnever, Coleman st 
Hreatxvorma x, Many, Hyde, Chester June 17 Brownson, Hyde 





Euring Seamcess Sree. Tune Co, Linrrep (ty Liquiparion)—Creditors ate reqbired, on 





Jorns, Marrwaniwe, Woburn sq May 31 Rye & Byre, Golfen sg 











446 THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL. 


April 29, 1899. 








: an Gronrae, Stretton Sugwas, Hereford May1 Smith, 8t Cuthberts, Led- 


Kemey: = = Harswett Mirserne, Cefn Mably, nr Cardiff May 31 Baker & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 
Linresn, Joseru, Reading- May 16 Brain & Brain, Reading 


MALianp, Perer Witram, Lower Edmonton May 12 Smith & Son, Verulam bldgs 
Mituett, Ayng, Cornwall gins May 23 Gedge & Co, Great George st 

Moss, Wit.1am, Nottingham, Plumber May 23 Thorpe & Perry, Nottingham 

artee => Cartes Epwarp Lawson, Cleyedon, Somers2t May 18 Grenside, Great 
Pn Northallerton, Draper June1 Waistell, Northallerton 

Peace, Atrrep Lixpiey, Thorne, York, Civil Engineer May1 Kenyon & Son, Thorne 
Pearson, Joun, Northfield, Worcester May7 Pearson, Birmingham 

am, Cart Avonvust Frepertck von, Hornsey May 12 Gresham & Co, Old 


ewry chmbrs 
SnuttLeworrth, Joun, Keighley, York, Licensed Victualler June 8 Naylor, Keighley 
BSiocomse, Ropert Betcuer, Chelsea June1 Crawford & Chester, Cannon st 
Sartn, Steruen, Folkestone, Builder May 13 Burch, Canterbury 


Tyson. James, Felton Station, nr Camboova, Queensland, Grazier June 3) Macdonald- 
Paterson & Hawthorn, Brisbane 
Vincent, Marcanet Puirrs, Bristol May 31 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 


Wa tox, Grorce, Timperley, Chester, Licensed Victualler Jane 1 A & F E Fulcher, 
Northwich 
Davis, Hull 
Simpson, Dewsbury 


WELLS, Jouy, Brough, Booking Offic2 Clerk June 
Woopneap, Emity, Savile Town, nr Dawsbury Muy 


Lmdon Gazette.—Fnipvay, April 14. 
Arpteny, Ronent, Newcastle upon Tyne, Butcher May 24 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle 


upon Tyne 
Arsotp, Rieuanp, Peckham, Builder May 20 Marsden & Son, Gt St Thomas Apostle 
Atcrertey, Lucy Caruaning, Cheltenham May 31 Woods & Son, Warrington 
Banker, Marruew Marx, Masham, York May2 Harrison & Barker, Hartlepool 
Basrrick, Tuomas Suarre, Stockwell May31 Carter & Swallow, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Barwewt, Witt1AM, Edgbaston May 27 Pinsent & Co, Birmingham 
Bennett, Rev Tuomas James, St (Wenn Vicarage, Cornwall May 20 Whitford & 


Sone, 8t Columb, Cornwall 

Briayp, Mary Dororty, Rusholme, Manchester May 15 Scholes, Manchester 
Bown, Lean, Clapham rd May1 Southwell & Dennis, Wisbech 

Brapiey, Hannan, Penistone, York May 20 Smith & Co, Sheffield 


Butiywore, Wartre Joun, 8t Paul’s churchyard June 11 Emanuel & Simmonds, 
‘insbury circus 
Carrer, JANE, Great Warford, Chester May 29 Chew & Co, Manchester 


Cantar, Cravpivs Josern, Great Warford, Chester May29 Chew & Co, Manchester 

Ciargam, Emma, Southport May 10 Walker, Raymond bldgs 

Cuaytoyx, May Axx, Derby Ma¥12 Barber & Co, Derby 

Compe, James, Ealing May 13 Dawson & Co, New square, Lincoln's inn 

Coox, Joun, Hithin, Herts May 14 Holbeche, New Broad st 

ee, See AS Broprick, Whitby, York, Chemist May 19 W odwark & White, 

Com AND, zon Carrer, Saltash, Cornwall Fellmonger May 11 Woollcombe & Son, 

me, ~ ‘TE, Upper Parkstone, Dorsetshire May 15 Guillaume & Sons, 
Salisbury » 

Davies, Davin, Carmarthen May 18 Phillips, Llandovery 

Davis, Tuomas, English Bicknor, Gloucester, Hotel Keeper April28 Hill, Monmouth 

Devey, Lovisa, Upper Norwood May13 Bridgman & Willcocks, College hill 

Evans, Hereert, Red Lion sq Mayii Milles & Co, Whitehall place 

Fietcuer, Jacos, Bray, Berks May18 Stuchbery, Maidenhead 








GarsipE, Ricnarp, sen, Mobberley,{Chester May 29 Chew & Co, Manchester 


Gre ave Peg Bo Lowdham, Nottingham, Farmer May 6 J W & G E Kirkland, 
outhwell, Notts 
Gneey, Steruen, Haverfordwest, Pemkroke,J P May6 Rice Jones, Halifax 


Hatt, Rosurt, Westbourne Park May 23 Paileys & Co, Berners st 

Harper, Joun, Hendon, Licensed Victualler May 80 Coldicott & Rowden, Moorgate pl 
Hopkins, Ann, Leicester May 15 Clifford & Perkins, Loughbor.ugh 

Hopper, Ratro Cuaypuer, Folkestone May15 Lewis & Pain, Dover 

Hovimay, Barpeet, Hammersmith rd May19 Plews, Rood In 

Ipz, Witi1Am, Stratford May 27 Pinsent & Co, Birminzham 

James, Henry Witiovansy, Cheltenham May 14 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 
Jouyston, Jonan, Newcastle upon Tyne, Boot Dealer May 1 Stanford, Newcas‘le upon 


Tyne 

Joyes, James, Clayton Bridge, Lancs May 29 Chew & Co, Manchester 

Lester, BexJAMin, Avoutcly sq, Old Kent rd, Commercial Traveller Apri! 25 Wood & 
McLellan, Chath 


Macuay, Hannan, North Birkby, Huddersfield May1 Sykcs, Huddersfield 
Monrevuis, Evcens, Putney Hill June 24 Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq 


Muccerwer, James Stan ey, Piccadilly, Commander R.N. May 31 €toker & Hansell, 
Gray’s inn sq 
Montz, Puruir Mavnice, Surbiton, Surrey, Merchant May 27 Pins2nt & Co, Birmingham 


Newmans, Jonny, Stoke Newington Mayi11 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Rawseas, Ricuarp Jouy, Harrow rd, Builder May 31 Coleman & Knight, Raymm ¢ 


Nos.e, , ll Scorton, Lancaster Junel Buck & Co, Preston 

Nopvew, Etizasetit, Burnage, nr Manchester May 15 Scholer, Manchester 

Nortucors, Rev, Grorce Baroys, Feniton, Devon May 31 Poole & Son, Bridgwater 
Ormerop, Epwarp, South Kensington June1d4 Bower & Co, Breams bldgs, Chancery n 


Parker, Emtty Hargiet, Maida Hill May 15 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, Port- 
man sq 

Parrort, Sous ¥ _ Wiyter, Clapham, Poor Rate Collector May 15 McKenna & Co, 
Basing! 

PrARson, er, Salford, Lancaster, Bank Manager May 29 Chew & Co, Manchester 


Pitsrow, Eaity, Southampton June? Hallowes & Carter, Bedford row 


Save, Wes Joseru GoopLtake, West Hampstead June 1 Withers & Withers, 

els 

Ricnuarpson, Joun James, Forest Gate, Essex, Rate Collector May15 Hulbert & Crowe, 
Broad st bldgs_ 

Roperts, Gzorce, Winsford, Chester May15 Scholes, Manchester 

Rosisson, Witt1am, Baker st May 15 Cooper & Bake, Portman st 

Scorr, Mary Louisa, Upper Clapton May1 Scott, Basinghall st 

SurrrizLp, Tuomas, Syston, Leicester June1 R & G Toller & Sons, T eicester 


Skene, Row.anp, a upon Tyne, Drysalter May2) J D & DM Macdonald, 
Newcastle upon Tyn: 
Sottory, GEORGE, Nottingham, Plumber June1 Maples & McCraith, Nottingham 


SrarrorD, Saran, Knaptoft, Leicester May 10 Pulman, Rugby 

Tar.etTon, Grace Any, Alvechurch, Worcester April11 Gem & Co, Birmingham 
TartetTon, Rocer, Alvechurch, Worcester, Surveyor Aprilil Gem & Co, Birmingham 
TrRRELL, ANNE, Stoke underHam, Somerset May1 HS & 8 Watts, Yeovil 

Tixpae, Jony, Sand Hutton, York, Farmer May 31 Robson, Pocklington 

Tutt, Mary, Norbiton, Surrey May 15 Guillaume & fons, Salisbury sq 

Waker, Mary, Holmes Chapel, Chester May 15 Scholes, Manchester 

Wa .pank, Hartiey, Royton, Larcaster, Farmer May 8 Watson & Son, Oldham 

Wa ter, Rosert Gitpert, Kendal, We:tmoreland, Tailor June3 Thomson & Wi'son, 


K 
Wicut, Marcaret Emity, Earl’s Court May 15 Bompas & Co, Gt Winchester st 
‘Woopncock, Joszrn, Deepcar, York June1 Broomhead & Co, Sheffield 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
{RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 21. pose ay aeton 


Axsvurrow, Cuanizs, Alresford, Sostenaton, Baker | LAwREncE, 
Southampton Pet March 20 ' Ord Hi 


eltenham Pet Ma: 


Akerman, THomas Sprinea, Newsbae on Glos, | Lrzou, Josepu, Derby, Tobacconist 


Butcher Gloucester Pet April17 Ord April 17 Ord April 17 


Baseane, Teomee Wititam, Leytonstone, Builder High | | Margy, Many Jane, Walsall, Fruiterer Walsall Pet 


court Pet March10 Ord April 18 ril11 Ord April 11 


A 
Base as Salford, Lanes, Steel Merchant Salford Pet | | M ate, Paruip Hanes, Oxford, Publican Oxford Pet | 


8 Ord April 18 3 
— Frepgrick, Smethwick, Stafford, Grocer Wert | sa — 


wich Pet April 17 Ord April 17 Newcastle on Tyne Pet 


Bew., James, = Gate, Essex High Court Pet March 27 | Moyse, AnTHuR CHARLES, Not 


Ord April 1 


Pet April17 Ord Apri 
Bevays, Joun ~™ MOND, 
Pembroke Dock Pet April17 Ord April 1 pril5 Ord April 


) Hottanp, Frank Henry, Reis, — W, Builder New- | 

port Pet April17 Ord April 
| J®’Gheltenham ‘Pet March 9 Ged March 29 t Feb 21. Ord Feb 21 

20 Pet Fe 

Kavecer, Avevstus Jutivs Hermann, Manchester, Com- | | asmemied notice substituted for that published in the 
Manchester Pet April 19 Ord April 19 | 
‘ALTER HEnry, Pec! 
h Court Pet a i7 Ord April 1 bury Pet April13 0; 


al Newcastle on Tyne, Painter 
Apeil 18 Ord April Xe Bevans, Jonn Raymonp, "Bilfond, Pembroke, Statins 


Milford, P pee Stationer | yo: am, James, Liverpool, -smallware Merchant Liveroool b C 


Amended notice substituted for that ale in the 
London Gazette of February 28 
. Confectioner | Sow ER — Erxest, Limpsfield, Surrey, Grocer Croydon 


London Gazette of April 18 : 
pes Agent | YavEs, WILiiAy, itis Ond'ap —— Victualler Dews- 


ETINGS. 

| Barker, Joun, Blackburn, Fish Dealer April 28 at 2.16 
County Court house, Blackburn 

Bason, Tuomas, Wolverhampton, Grocer May 2at11 Off 
Rec, verhampton 

Bates, Ban, Salford, Steal M aaa May 3 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, Byrom st, 


4 od Pet April 17 | 





April 28 at 12.45 Temperance 
gham, Clerk Nottingham Buar ae, Bensamin GeorGeE, Selborne rd, Denmark hill, 


Licensed hin wae ler April 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 


ldgs, Carey s 
a = Au ¥ — Rayllings, Wheelwright Swaneen Pet | Par am Wasson JOSIAH, Tnentegien, Leicester, Grazier | CAB TER, GrorcE, Bulwell, Nottingham, Commission Agent 


April 15 
Browxe, G Buoxstoy, juan, 
Student High Court Pet March3 Ord April 18 
Burrows, Bensamin Georce, Selborne rd, Dene k 
eae 7 Victualler High Court Pet April 17 0 
7 


CnicnEsTEeR, Eryest a Chelsea High Court Pet 
Feb 18 April 1 


facturer High Co 





eb 18 Ord Ap | Braoxs Witt1am Francis, 


a ~ Sagas, 4 a Manchester Pet April 17 | 


Dopason oi Thurstonland, nr Hobioateld, Farmer | | Tuomas, Tuomas, 
Huddersfield "Pet April ig Ord April 1 Pet April 17 Ord A: 


Enc, James Sturoy, Sparkbrook, A at Engineer | | —s JAMES ae Wigan, Draper Wigan Pet 


Birmingham Pet April 18 Ord April 18 Agel 17 Oodl Agell 3 
Evans, Joun W, Leechpool Farm, Mouy Farmer Newport, | — ae ‘PRED, Pudsey, York Leeds Pet April 18 
Mon Pet March 30 Ord April 1 - 


Leicester Pet April17 Ord April 17 
Guy’s Hospital, | Repway, WILLIAM a PRochdale, Chartered | 
Accountant Rochdale Pet Aprilé Ord "April 19 
| Sorrzo, ARTAUB a at =~ a ae Davi" Tuomas JAMES, Llasboidy, Carmarthens, Draper 


— nese, See, Somerset, Tailor me 


Maker, Portsmouth Pet April 17° Ord April 17 
Pyne, Grocer 
April 17 


April 28 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 
ham 


Catt. ~~ Tuomas Pavut, Deedes April 28 at 2.30 Of 
Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


Pet April 29 at 11 Off mgt 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Dawson, Seca, Miles Platting, Manchester April 28 
at 2.30 yrom nche 
Portess, Hants, fo Chest | yp: MrnimonveE, oa James Pomme, Barnsley, Yorks, 
m Dentist April 28 at 10.30 Off Reo, Regent 
Merthyr Tydfil st, nie 
Dopp, Tuomas ‘Sn x, Barnsley, Yorks, Draper’s Assistant 
April 28 at 10.15 ‘Off Rec, big par st, Barnsley 
Epwarpson, ALrrep MoLyNevx, enhal! pidge April 
28at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Eatery, Witum Maw, Wilton villas, Chiswick lano, 


Ev rs Puouss Joux, Tirdeunaw, _ Landore, Swansea, | rans TON, — James, Altrincham, Baker Manchester Artist. April 28 at 12 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 


ant Swansea Pet April 18 Ord April 18, 


Pet April 19 Ord A 
Gowine, Wituiam Aveusros, Boreham = se Hertford, 


Wesster, Davin, Coltord, @ Glou 


Evans, Grorcr, and Freperick GxroraE UNKINy 
uarry Foreman Brighton, Music Hall Brewton April 28 at 8 Of 





cester, Q’ 
Biker —Barnet Mn April1S Ord A Newport, Mon Pet A: ril19 Ord April 19 Ree, 4, Pavilion b 
Hick,.Joux,” , Yorks Waketld ¥ Pet March 20.| bales Davip Foxton, Savoy st st, Strand, Commission | Evans, Jawus, Heref or “Rodi 28 at 3 2, Offas 
Ord April 19 ¢ High Court Pet March8 Ord April 17 Hereford 
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ENN, WititAmM, West Hartlepool, Painter April 28 at 3 
Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Foxorort, Toomas Waps, Blackley, Manchester, Estate 
Agent April 28at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Go.psrern, Levy, — upon Hull, Cabinet Maker 
April 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, Trinity House la, Hull _ 

Grout, Aysrz, Bournemouth West, Hants, Boarding 
house Keeper April 29 at 12.30 Off Res, Endless st, 
Salisbury 

Harries, Faep, Monkton, Pembroke. Grocer April 23 at 
12,30 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Hastiz, Guy Lavice Howarrs, Thames Ditton, Surrey 
April 28 at 1130 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Havyyes, Jonn, Mansfield, Notts, Butcher April 28 at 3 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Howarp, Henry Cuarutes, Mount st, Berkeley sq April 
28 at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Kenprick, GrORGE uNcAN and Epwarp Everarp 
Preston, Leicester, Cycle Tyre Manufacturers April 
28 at 12.30 Off Reo, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Lancaster, James, Nelson, Lancs, Artificial Teeth Maker 
April 28 at 2 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Lawrence, Water Henry, Peckham, Commission Agent 
April 28at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Leeman, Tuomas, Upton, Chestar, Licensed Victualler 
May 2at2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Litt, Freperick WILLIAM, sen, = upon Hull, 
oo April 28 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, 

w 


LowaTer, NaTHAniEL, Nottingham. Mechanic April 28 at 
12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Pesce, See Jaye, Cardiff April 29at11 117, St Mary 
st, Ca 
Picktes, Witt1a4M, Burnley, Grocer April28 at1 Exchange 
Hotel, Nicholas st. Buraley 
Pitxineton, James, Wakefield, tee Agent April 28 at 
3 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefiel 
Pouinsk1, So.omon, Brick lane, Jeweller May 1 at 230 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Rarnnow, Josern, Yardley Hastings, Northampton, Baker 
April 28 at 12.30 Off Rec, County Court bldgs, Sheep 
st, Northampton 
Ricu, AtrreD, Tunbridge Wells, Tailor April 28 at 2.39 
J Parris, 65, High st, Tunbridge Wells 
Ricnarpson, WILLIAM, Brierfield, Lanes, Draper April 28 
at 1.30 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Rouse, Witt1am Tuomas, Widemarsh, Hereford, Grocer 
April 28 at 2.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Row anps, Josepn, and Lewis Avaustvus Lortus, Drury 
lane, Fruit Merchants April 28 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 
Srymour, Joseru, Hereford, Commission Agent April 28 
atil 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Suites, Joux, Newnham, Glos, Tanner April 29 ati2 Off 
Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Symonps, Henry Ernest, Constantine, Cornwall, Carpenter 
April 29 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Tomson, James Brack, Wigan, Draper May 1 at 3 
16, Wood st, Bolton 
Wuire, Georce, Kilburn, Jeweller April 28 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wurtinc, Hersert Kirk Maylati2 Bankruptcy b!dgs, 
Carey st 
Wits, Atrrep, Dewsbury, Carver April 28 at 3 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Yares, Wittram, Dewsbury, Licensed Victualler April 23 
at il Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Bestley 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 14: 
Mippietoy, Wittiam GeorGe, Poole, Dorset 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Akerman, Toomas Srrixe, Newnham on Severn, Glos, 
Butcher Gloucester Pet April17 Ord April 17 
Bercu, Frepericx, Smethwick, Staffs, Grocer West 
Bromwich Pet April17 Ord April 17 
Bow.rs, A.rrep, Rhyddings, Swansea, Wheelwright 
Swansea Pet April15 Ord April 15 
Bruwriztp, Atonzo Leonapas, Chancery In, Inventor 
High Court Pet Jan6 Ord April 17 
Burr, Joun Tuomas, Lower Edmonton, Builder Edmon- 
ton Pet March 10 Ord April 17 
Burrows, BensAmin Grorce, Selborae rd, Denmark hill, 
Licensed Victualler High Cou:t Pet April 17 O:d 
April 17 
Coover, Exizanetu, Stourbridge Banbury Pet March 6 
Ord April 18 
Dawson, ‘Tuomas, Miles Platting, Manchester Pet April 
17 Ord April 17 
Dre, Joun Epvwix, Dorking, Surrey, Lixensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord April15 
Dz Merz, Pency, Princesst HighCourt Pet Nov3 Ord 
April 17 
opGson, Tuomas, Thurstonland, nr Huddersfield, Farmer 
Huddersfield Pet April18 Ord April 18 
Evays, Tuomas Joux, Swansea, Coal Merchant Swansea 
Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
Foy, Freperick Artuur, Hampton Hill, Draper Kingston, 
Surrey Pet March7 Ord April 14 
Houtanp, Frank Heyry, Ryde, I W, Builder Ne wport 
Pet April 17 Ord April 17 
Jouy, Freperick Wituiam, Bristol, Grocer Bristol Pet 
March 27 Ord April 19 
Karx, HARBERSON JOSEPH, sen, and Harserson Joseru 
Kirk, jun, Fulham rd, Engineers High Court Pet 
Feb 16 Ord April 14 
Krvgaer, Aveustus Jutivs Hermann, Manchester, Com- 
a Agent Manchester Pet April 19 Ord April 


9 

Lasue, Wi.u1am, High st, Stepney, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet March 8 Ord April 17 

Lawreycy, Water Henry, Peckham, Commission Agent 
High Court Pet April 17 Ord April 17 

Lexcu. Joszpu, Derby, Tobacconist Derby Pet April 17 
Ord April 17 

Manus, Pair Hexey, Oxford, Publican Oxford Pet 
April15 Ord April 15 

Merriters, Joun Ropert, Newcastle on Tyne, Painter 

u ye one wy 8 Tyne — April 18 4 Aoet 18 

OYsE, ARTHUR CHARLES, Nottingham, Cler ottingham 
Pet April17 Ord April 17 


Onna P ag Boy ee gag x Se 
0 Marc pri 
Cheltenham 


Rosertson, Rossrr Bowen, Cheltenham 
Ord April 18 
Reynoups, Francis, Womersley, Yorks, Lime Merchant 
Wakefield Pet March7 Ord April 13 ; 
Ross, Caarces, Shaftesbury avenue, Engineer Windsor 
Pet Feb 10 Ord April 17 
Stave, Wiiuram Georce, Cuartes Faank Suave, and 
James Henry Stave, West Cowes, I of W, Butchers 
Newport Pet March 20 Ord April 17 
Spencer, Hersert, Frome, Somerset, Tailor Frome Pet 
April18 Ord April 18 ‘ 
Symons, Witt1AM Francis, Portsea, Hants, Sea Chest 
Maker Portsmouth Pet April17 Ord April i7 
Tuomas, Foomas, go y Mon, Grocer Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Aprl17 Ord April 17 : 
Tuomsox, James Brack, Wigan, Draper Wigan Pet 
April 17 Ord April17 
TunriretetTox, ALrrep, Pudsey, York, Quarryman Leeds 
Pet April 18 Ord April 13 
Watrtox, Joun James, Altrincham, Baker Manchester 
Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Warr, Cuarzies, and Harry Nexp, Croydon, Picture 
Frame Makers Croydon Pet April13 Ord April 18 
Warm, Herpert Kirk High Court Pet March 15 Ord 
April 17 
Wesster, Davin, Coleford, Glos, Quarry Foreman New- 
port, Mon Pet April19 Ord April 19 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Apri! 18: 
Yates, Witiiam, Dewsbury, Licensed Victualler Dews- 
bury Pet April13 Ord April 13 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Wittiams, Francis Haypy, Whitby, York, Minister 
Stockton on Tees Adjud Sept 28,1898 Annul April 
6, 1899 
London Gazette.—Turspay, April 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Arkixs, Artuur James, Paddington, Carpenter High 
Court Pet April 22 Ord April 22 
Boorn, Wit11aM, Denton, Lancs, Grocer Ashton under 
Lyne Pet April14 Ord April 20 
Bravsnaw, Harry, and Harry Coorrr, Irthlingborough. 
Northampton, Builders Northampton Pet April 22 
Ord April 22 x 
Brotners, Corin, Southport, Architect Liverpool Pet 
April 21 Ord April 21 
Brown, SamveEt, Higher Broughton, nr Manchester Salford 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 
Buckxuam, Witii1am Tuomas, Tow Law, Durham Durham 
Pet April 2) Ord April 20 - . 
Comproyv, CuagLiz Freprrick, Wellingborough North- 
ampton Pet April20 Ord April 2u 
Dawson, Oswa.p, Seacroft, nr Leeds Leeis Pet March 
22 Ord April 20 
bE Pau, Frepenic, Finsbury circus, So'icitor High Court 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 
Downman, Huan Courrenay, Easton Maudit, Northampton 
Northampton Pet April 2t Ord April 21 
Dyson, ALLEN Ricnarpson, and Epwarp Dyson, Hudders- 
oe —_ Merchants Huddersfield Pet April 20 


Eruerinaton, Atrrep Witwiam, Bexhill, House Agent 
nny Pet April8 Ord April 20 

Forster, Wit.iam, Gorleston, Norfolk, Furniture Broker 
Gt Yarmouth Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Francis, Joun, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet April19 Ord April 19 

Garpner, Heyry, Willesden green, Butcher Brighton 
Pet March 29 Ord April 20 

Guiepui.t, Mark, and Emity Any GLepsict, Elland, Yorks, 
Hat Dealers Halifax Pet March 27 Ord March 27 

GopseErR, JAMES eats, Saree Devon Exeter Pet 
April 20 


Ord April 

Grey, Henry Myers, Chelsea, Marine Underwriter High 

Court Pet Dec 30 Ord April 14 

Harrison, Tuomas, Northwich, Ropemaker Nantwich 

Pet April19 Ord April 19 

Hiytox, Cuartes, Borough High st, Travelling Bag 
Manufacturer High Court Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Ho.pey, Joun, Haslingéen, Lancs, Stonemason Burnley 

Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Howe ts, Wiii1Am Jones, Kington, Hereford, Coal 

Merchant Leominster Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Hvueues, Davin, Holywell, Fiint, Chemist Chester Pet 

April 22 Ord April 22 

Jerrom, GzorcE Henry, Northwood, nr Newport, I of W, 
Wheelwright Newport Pet April22 Ora April 22 

Lanestoy, Joun Aurrep, Barnsbury, Architect High 

Court Pet Dec19 Ord April 19 

Lone, Tuomas, Gloucester, Fishmonger Gloucester Pet 

April 20 Ord April 20 

Mavparorp, Waurer, jun, Okehampton, Baker Plymouth 

Pet April18 Ord April 18 

Mavs, Huan, Northampton Northampton Pet April 18 

Ord April 18 

Marsuanp, Exxis, Westwell, Kent, Farmer Canterbury 

Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Maruams, Avsert, Brixton, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet 22 Ord April 19 

Menuinick, Caartes Henry Foort, Plymouth, Chemist 

Plymouth Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Morcax, James, Ruath, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler 

mS OE 

weEN, Ricuarp, Menai Bridge, Anglesey, Builder Bangor 

Pet April 20 Ord April 90 . - 

Prrtit, Egnest ALbert, Hargrave, Suffolk, Farmer Bury 

£t Edmunds Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Puriuirs, Jonx HaTuescy, Gutter In, Cheapside, Licensed 

Victualler High Court Pet April2i Ord April 21 

Pirt, Cuaries Bexyamin, Camberwell Newrd High Court 

Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Pottarp, Grorce J, Bayswater, Cycle Maker High Court 

Pet March 30 Ord April 19 

ReapuEAp, Joux WILL1AM, Worksop, Bricklayer Sheffield 

Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Rocers, Wii14M, Redcliff, Haulier Bristol Pet April 22 


Seante,J T,Tafnell Park High Court Pet March 
Ord Avril 20 . 

Sim«rs, Wittiam Henay, Chepstow, Mon, Shipbroker 
Cardiff Pet April20 Ouxd April 20 

Sow, Gzonce Horswoop, York, Hosier York Pet April 
22 Ord April 22 

Taytor, Wittiam Hesry, Northampton, Plumber 
Northampton Pet Aprilis Ord April 18 

Tom«rxs, Bexsaury, Clifton, Bristol, Schoolmaster Bristol 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 ‘ 

Warp, Wittram, Forest Gate, Essex, Journalist High 
Court Pet March 3) Ord April 20 — 

Wanrpen, Bexsamin, Southampton, Florist Southampton 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Waymark, Wittiam Henay, Southend on Sea, Grocer 

Imsford Pet April2i Ord April 21 ; 

Wessee, Jane, Exminster, Devons Mxeter Pet April 21 

Ord April 21 


Wesruacott, Georcs Frep, King William st, Solicitor 
High Court Pet March 22 Ord April 21 

Witi1ams, Gerarp, Longwood Vicarage, nr Huddersfield 
Huddersfield Pet March 28 Ord April 19 

Witsoyx, Marcarer Jane, Leeds, Dressmaker Leeds Pet 
April 21 Ord = 21 

Wirt, Srersen, Southampton, Builder Southampton 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 : 

Woo trorp, James, Maidavale, Company Promoter High 
Court -Pet March 29 Ord April 20 

Yeaton, Cuartes C, Lombard st High Court Pet March 
6 Ord A) 20 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 18 : 
Evans, Grorce, and Freperick Georce Dunkin, Brighton, 
Music Hall Proprietors Brighton Pet April 14 Ord 


April 14 
FIRST MEETINGS, 
Asvurrow, Cuarves, Alresford, Southampton, Baker May 
3 at4 Off Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 
Axeaman, Tuomas Srratnc, Newnham on Severn, Glos, 
Batcher May4ati2 Off Res, Station rd, Gloucester 
Askew, ALEXANDRA JoserH, Handsworth, Commercial 
anneal May 6ati1l 174, Corporation st, Birming- 


am 

Arxiys, Wit.1am Joszru, Old Oxted, Surrey, Grocer May 
4at 11.30 24, Railway ty ee Bridge 

Basrarp, Tuomas WILLIAM, tone, Builder May 2 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Caray st 

Birap, James Carson, sworth, Insurance Broker 
May2at11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Boorn, Witt1aM, Denton, Lanes, Grocer May2at3 Off 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Browne, @ Bucxston, jun, Guy’s Hospital, Medical 
Student May2at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Burr, Joun Tuomas, Lower Edmonton, Builder y 2at 
3 Off Rec, 95, Sona chmbrs, Temple av 

Cuicugster, Exnest ILLIAM, C May 2 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Daniet, WILLIAM JAMES, ae. Chemist May 
3at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

pE Pavia. Freperic, Finsbury circus, Solicitor May 3 
at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

GuepuiLt, Mark, and Emtty Ann Giepuiit, Elland, Yorks, 
Hat Dealers May 3at12 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, 
Halifax 

Grey, Henry Myers, Chelsea, Marine Underwriter May 
2at12 Bankruptcy bldg, Carey st ‘ 

GarisenTHWwaiTe, JoserH, Grange over Sands, Blacksmith 

May 2 at 11.30 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis et, Barrow in 

Furness 

Hick, Jouy, Castleford, Yorks May 3 at 11 Off Rec, 6, 
Bond ter, Wakefie!d 

Hicuton, Georce, Clapham Common, Architect May 3 at 

12 The Swan Hotel, Bedford 

Hoor, Joun Tuomas, Slaithwaite, York, Ironmonger May 

4ati12 Off Rec, 19, John William st, Huddersfield 

Howetts, Wituiam Jones, Ki m, Hereford, 

Merchant May 3at2.30 2, Otfa st, Hereford 

Hueues, Wit.1am Lewis, Barrow in ess, Greengroccr 

mo dado 10.80 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in 


8 
Jounson, Joseru, Hurworth upon Tees, Durham, Black- 
emit May 3at3 Off 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
borough : 
Kevecer, Aveustus Jutivs Hermann, West Didsbury, 
Commission Agent May38at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st, 


Man 
Lanasron, Joun Atrzep, Barnsbury, Architect May 2 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Man ey, James, Bishop Auckland, Builder May 3 at 3 
Talbot Hotel, Market pl, Bishop Auckland 
Marry, Puiir Heyry, Oxford, Publican May 2 at 12 
1, St Aldate st, Oxford ; 
Marnams, Atpert, Brixton, Licensed Victualler May 3 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy — Carey st_ : 
Nock, James, Halesowen, Worcester, Licensed Victual'er 
May 2at 1130 Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 
Oxions, Henry, West Bromwich, Pork Butcher May 6 
at 2 County Court, West Bromwich 
Patmer, WitL1AM Jos1an, Knossingtoa, Leicesters, Grazier 
May 2 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Parrison, R, Walbrook, So’icitor May 3 at 230 Bank-, 
ruptecy bldgs, Carey st 
Simpson, ANDREW, = Surrey, Builder May 4 at 1238)" 
Railway app, don Bridge 
Samytu, Jouxy Henry, Atherstone, Warwicks, Baker 
May 5 at 12 sg Corporation bldgs, Birmingham 
Symons, Wittiam Francis, Portsea, Sea Chest Maker 
May 2 at3 Off Rec, Camb-idge junc, Hivh st, Ports- 
mou 
Taytor, WiLtiam Henry, see me | Plumber May 3 
at 12.30 0O 


= Ag Rec, County Court bidgs, Sheep st, 
pton 

Tuomas, Tuomas, Rh y, Mon, Grocer May 2 at 12 
135, High st, Me: afil 


Ty 
TuRirPLeTon, ALFRED Pudsey, Yorks, Quarryman May5 
atli Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Topp, Freprxick, Barrow in Furnees, Clogg.t May 5 at 
10 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow in Farness 





Ord April 22 











Wa rox, Faepenick, Sheffield, Boot Manufacturer May 2 
at 2.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 


















448 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


April 29, 1899,- 











bein Davip James, Birmingham, Gas Fitter May 3 at 
11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Wuite, Cuarues, and Hanry Nezp, Croydon, Picture 
Frame Makers May 3 at 1130 24, Railway app, 
London bridge 

Wu.vr, Vincest, Derby, Bricklayer May3atli Of Ree, 
40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Wittrams, Davin Foxton, covey st, Strand, Commission 
Agent May 4at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Witsoxs, Roperr £iurson, Kidderminster, Licensed 
Victualler May 22t245 Spancer Thursfield, Solicitor, 
12, Oxford st, Kidderminster 

Wixcort, Szrim Avoro, Camberwell New rd, Mutician 
May 3at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asvurrow, Cuaries, Alresford, Southampton, Baker 
Southampton Pet March 20 Ord April 20 

Askew, ALEXANDER JoserH, Handsworth, Commercial 
Traveller Birmingham Pet Aprilil Ord April 22 

Arxixs, Arrave James, Paddington, Carpenter High 
Court Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Bev: Am Fons Razno, Milford Haven, S vamsaed Pem- 

e Dock Pet April17 Ord Apiil 

Brapsnaw, Hagry, and Harry Coorzr, Trthliogborougb, 

pe apton, Builders Northampton Pet April 22 
pril 2 

Broruess, Couix, a, Architect, Liverpool Pet 

April2i Ord A; 


Buckuam, WituiaM a As, Tow Law, Durham Durham 
Pet April 20 Ord April 20 

Cuicuester, Eaxest Wittiam, Chelsea High Court Pet 
Feb18 Ord April 20 

Comr — Cuaruis Freperick, Wellingborough Noz:th- 

mpton Pet April 20 Ord April 2) 

Bets naan, Huan Courtenay, Easton Maudit, Northampton 
Vicar Northampton Pet — 21 Ord Apjil 21 

Dysox, ALLEN an i and Epwarp Dyson, Hudders- 
a ee Hudder. field Pet April 20 Ord 


P 

Fevey, Wittiam Maw, ae ey lane, Artist High Court 
Pet March 13 Ord April 

Forster, Witiiam, Gorleston, Norfolk, Farniture Broker 
Great Yarmouth Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Francis, Joan, Penvhisceiber, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pt A 19 Ord April 22 

Wheres Ax, Henry Samoa 7 Vale, Builder High Court 
Pet March 17 Ord April 21 

Grepuitt, Mark,and Euity Any Giepuitt, Elland, _— 
Hat Dealers Halifax Pet March 27 Ord March + 

Govpeer, James bbe Tiverton, Devon Exeter Pet 
April 20 Ord April 20 

Govpsteix, Sauver, Mile End New Town, Baker High 
Court Pet Aprilil Ord April 20 

Hannes, _— Monkton, oe Grccer Pembroke 
Dock Pet March 30 Ord April 

Hovpves, Font Brierfield, seems, Stone mason 
Pet ‘April 21 Ord April 2 

~~ ARD, ARTHUR, et Anal Gavitary Engineer High Ccurt 
Pet March 4 Ord A 


Howes, Witiiam al Ow Hereford, Coal 
Merchant Leominster Pet April 20 Ord April 20 
Hvoues, Davin, Holy —. Fliat, Chemist -Chester Pet 
April 22 Ord April 22 

Hemey, Exvyest, Taomas Humpy, Portsmouth, Meat 
Purveyors Portemouth Pet March } 0 Ord April i7 

Jac-bs, satan Woorr, and Joun ArexayxperR Law, 
oe. Accountants Cambridge Pct March 7 
Oud Apmil 21 

Jexeom, Grorce Hrxry, Northwosd, nr Newport, I W 
Wheelwright Newport Pet Aprii $2 Ord April 22 

Jouxson, Antuvr Bievey, Ni Licensed Victualler 
Nottingham eb 20 Ord April 21 

Lags, Cuances, Bristol, Master Mariner Bristol Pet Mar 
22 Ord April 


Pet 
20 Ord April 2) 
Mavvarorp, WATER, jun, epee, Baker Plymouth 
Pet April 18 Ord April 18 
Mass, Huon, came aae Northampton Pet April 13 
Ord April 18 


Magsuart, Cravpe Wittiam Lavrexce, Saxmundham, 
Suffolk High Court Pet July 14 Ord April 19 

Marstaxp, Evvis, Westwell, Kent, Farmer Canterbury 
Pet April 21 Ord April 21 

Mone ay, — Roath, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler 
Cardiff Pet April 20 Ord a April 20 


Morzis, Mare Colwyn Ba panties, Stonemason 
Bargor Pet 24 Ord April 24 

Nesuit, Joux, Newcastle on Tyne, 1 Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet March 3) Ord A 

Or ge Apotrn, Tulse TTalse Peal 3 High Court Pet 


I Euan S haaees, te Saffolk, 
aTTIT, Exsest Atpext, Hargrave Farmer B 
St Pet April 22 Ord April 22 ein 
Puiurs, Jous Harnertey, Gutter Cheapside, 
fictualler High Court Pet April 21 O:d 


21 
ee BexJamts, ire New rd High Court 


Powre, Jous Fiatav, me oe st, Grosvenor sq High Court 

P a a ae 

RYER, EMENT 1LtLtAM Axoysive, Rusholme, Man- 
chester, Cab Propietor Manchester Pet March 16 

Rowixsox, Exxzer J , Beshill- 

abet dan 8 =, —. on-Sea High Court 
eas, Witt1am, Redcliff, Bristol, Haulier Bristol Pet 
April 22 Ord April 22° . “y 


Sxow, Groxcz Horswoov, York, Hosier York i 
- on _ ork Pet April 


Barnley 





g Gloucester 


Lotouos, Groace Saucer, and Racus: Soromon, Hackney 
rd, Showeard Manufacturers High Court Pet March 18 
Grocer Birmingham 


Ord April 24 
Swirr, Eouvep Januxs, B 
Pet 27 Ord April 


ILLIAM Hew ta, Northaspton, Piamber North- 
ampton Pet April 18 Ord Ap. aps ) sa 





Tavion, 


wa a pa Haxny, Southend on Bea, Grocer 


Pet April 21° Ord April 21 





Weare, Dae 1D JAMES, pt Gas Fitter Birming- 
ham Pet March27 Ord April 22 


WEsBER, Jase, Exminster, Devon Exeter Pet April 21 
Ord April 21 


Witterrs, James Frepericx, Goswell road High Court 
Pet March 3 Ord April 20 
Witson, Mancaret Jane, Leeds, Dressmaker Leeds Pet 
April 21 Ord April 21 
Amended notice substituted for that ae in 
the London Gazette of April 21 
Dawson, Tuomas, Miles Platting, Manchester, Petroleum 
Oil Dealer Manchester Pet April 17 Ord April 17 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Cavu.rig.p, Ca — Birmingham, Mercantile Clerk Bir- 
mingham Adjud June 16, 1886 Annul =o 20, rad 
Greenwoop, Roseat Enxvyest, Middleton, 
Driver Oldham Adjud Dec 3,198! Annul rene i. 
839 





Ali letters intended for publication in t'e 
‘¢ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticc ted 
we the name te bes the writer. 





Sale Days for the Year 1899.—Messrs, 


AREBROTHER, ELLIS, EGERTON, 
BREACH, GALSWORTHY, & Go. beg to announce 
that the undermentioned dates have been fixed for — 
AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, Copyhold, and Leasehold 
ESTATES, Reversions, Shares, Life Interests, &c., at the 
AUCTION MART, Token house- yard, E.C. 

Other appointmen‘s for intermediate Sales will also be 
arranged, 
Thursday, May 11. 
Thursday, May 18. 
Thursday, June 8. 
Thursday, June 22. 
Thursday, June 29. 
Thursday, July 6. 
Tharsday, July 13. 
Thursday, July 20. Thursday, 

Thursday, July 27. Th y, December 14. 

Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, & Co, publish in the advertise- 
ment columns of “The Times,” ‘‘ Standard,” and 
‘* Morning Post” every Saturday a list of their forthcoming 
Sales by Auction. They also issue on the Ist of every 
Month a Schedule of properties to be let or sold, 
comprising landed and residental estates, farms, freehold 
and leasehold houses, City offices and warehouses, ground- 
rents, and investments generally, which will be forwarded 
free of charge on application. 

No. 29, Fleet-street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad 
street, E, C. 


Thursday, August 3, 
Thursday, August 10. 
Thursday, September 21. 
Thursday, October 12. 
Thursday, October 26. 
Thursday, November 16. 
Thursday, November 23. 
December 7. 





By Order of the ee nor Will of the late J. J. 


ge —To Capitalists, ontencters, Builders, 
Tenants, and Investors.—Important Freehold Estate, 
now aang | £528 16s. per annum, principally in 
ground-rents, with early reversions secured upon nearly 
5 acres of land in 3 » having numerous business 
premises, shops, dwelling-h 2 beer-h 
nursery, and ranges of stabling, 
a _value of £2,600 a year, with several pro- 
spective b _o ‘suitable for ~~ institutions, 


factories, depot aitizans’ dwellings. 
AREBROTHER, ELLIS, EGERTON, 
BREACH, GALSWORTHY, & CO. 
will SELL b AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, 
London, E EC, on DAY, MAY Il, Ly at wo 
o’clock snauinl, ny ptm te to s and 
, the following YREE HOLD INVEST- 


E i— 
HOLLOWAY-ROAD, Nos. 533 to 555 (odd Nos )—12 
SHOPS and PRIVATE HOUSES, wates stab and 
other mame ie hows with |! ardens, ting Wi 

are 





os. 2, 4 to and 
LICENSED PREMISES, 
and the Black Horse beer-houses, 
ractors’ and 
about 11 years 


ww rents. Several 
of of the lots have ex the rear Nyy pw 


recting large workshops, &c. Nema The of un- 
: covened land with goal toatl ni edmore-street and 
Wedmore-mews adinirably 8 adapted for factory or ware- 


of EATON-GROVE, having 8 cottages 
hones P WHOLE 6 VE, ving 


amount to £139 16s., with soremnens So Sen 5 oe i 
years to property estimated st £9,517 per ensum; the 
rentals are very low, oe ee Fas tecmeaie 
increased to great ad 
May be viewed by of the and 
lars with ee Cae a. 


nan, & nee, Sa os 
‘Ct at Mart; and of 


et ol 
Selds, M50: 'on Vioct-street, Temple-bar, and 16, OM Beosd: 
street, B.C, 





Law W 





SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1899. 
[ED ®22sHax, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEWATER 
beg to announce that their SALES of ESTATES, Invest- 
ments, Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business 
Premises, Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Re- 
versions, Stocks, Shares, and o‘her Properties will be 
held at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near 
the Bank of England, in the City of London, as follows:— 

Tuesday, July 18. 
Tuesday, July 25. 
Tuesday, August 1. 
Tuesday, August 15. 
Tuesday, October 10. 
Tuesday, October 24. 
Tuesday, October 31. 
Tuesday, November 14. 
Tuesday, November 21. 
Tuesday, December 5. 
By aumagenett, Auctions can also be held on other 
Pe 4 in town orcountry. Messrs. Debenham. 
Farmer, & Bridgewater undertake Sales and Valuations 
or Probate and other purposes of Furniture, Picturer, 
Farming Stock, , &e. 


ESTMENTS, Estates, 
Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
ld by private contract ew ep ey on 
T F Lag FE ter, ~—y KS 
‘ewson, Farmer wa 
and Valuers, 80, Oheapside, London, &.C. 


Telephone No. 503, Bank. 





CARING noe, CITY of LONDON, CLAPHAM- 
ROAD, and PADDINGTON. —Important F Freehold Pro- 
es and Ground-rents, producing £1,692 2s. per 
Ca, the latter ig valuable reversions.—By order 
of Trastees.—Mesar 
D=2=NHaM, TEWSON, FARMER, & 
BRIDGEW. 
will SELL, at the MART, on TUESDAY, JUNE 6, at 
TWO, in 14 Lots, the following valuable INVESTMENTS : 
Lot FREEHOLDS. £ 
No. 31, Cockspur-street, shop and premises, let on 
lease for 21 years from Christmas, 1892, a’ 4 
No. 10, Gresham-street, City, the ground floor and 
basement in ae, remainder let at £195 per 
annum. Total rental value 
Nos. 6 and 7, Aldgate, City, two shops and houses 
let on leases expiring Michaelmas, 1909. at __... 
Warehouse Premises in the rear of Lot 8 in 
Saracen’s Head-yard, let at a ground-rent of ... 
until Lady-day, 1955. Estimated rack-rental 


£300. 

\No. 296, Clapham-road, a corner shop and house, 
let yearly oe 

No. 298, Clapham-road, dwelling-house and 
eat — studio and w orks, let on lease 
until ummer, i911, at . 

No. 300, Clapham- road, dwellio; -house, with two- 
stall stable, ble, two-storey hay shed, and entrance 
from Paradi et on lease until Mid- 
summer, )911, at 

No. 14, Paradise-road, Clapham-road, a builder's 
hej Morir ged and yard, let on lease 

Cc 


907, a’ 
“- 1, 3, 5, and 7, 7, lt A four houses and 
shops and two stables adjoining, let on lease 
until Mi er, 1911, at the low net rents 





.- amounting to ... 
Present gross rack-rental about £174. 
FREEHOLD GROUND-RENTS. 
; Lease Ex- 
Premises. pires, \Rek,Rats, 


| Rents. 





“10 (Nos. 222, 224, and 226, 
Harrow-road, Pad- 


dington 
“il a, Sb 7, 9, and ll, 
estbury-rd., Pad- 

pa 
12 Nos, 26, 28, ‘and 30, 
Westbourn e-ter., N. 
13 es 32, 84, and’ 33, 


./Midsr., 1950 £30 0| £330 


ditto 82 10 230 
190 


170 


3L 10 | 


ditto 
tbourne-ter., N.| ditto 28 10 | 
14 |Nos. 39, 41, 43, and 45, : 
Westbourne-ter. .y N. ditto 54 12 270 
(in due course) of Messrs, Montagu, Mile- 
ham, & Montagu, Solicitors, 5 and 6, Bucklersbury, Cheap- 
side ; and of the vsrenesaeans 80, Cheapeide. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ada MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APROINTMENT, 


To Her esty, the Lord Chancellor the Whole of ths 
Tudbeal udicial Bench, Corporation o of Lond don, &c. 





BOBES FOR aumsn’s COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes ABUISELED ‘000. Clergy Gowns. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


, Town - 





| Ground) Estimated © 








